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This booklet provides information on the nine statewide measures on the November 2, 2010, 
ballot and on the judges that are on the ballot for retention in your area. The information is 
presented in three sections. 
Section One — Analyses of Measures 
The first section contains an analysis of each proposed change to the state constitution and 
state statute. Each analysis includes a description of the measure and major arguments for and 
against. Careful consideration has been given to the arguments in an effort to fairly represent both 
sides of the issue. It also includes an estimate of the fiscal impact of the measure. More 
information on the fiscal impact of measures can be found at www.coloradobluebook.com. The 
state constitution requires that the nonpartisan research staff of the General Assembly prepare 
these analyses and distribute them in a ballot information booklet to registered voter households. 
Amendments and Propositions 
A measure placed on the ballot by the state legislature that amends the state constitution is 
labeled an "Amendment," followed by a letter. A measure placed on the ballot by the state 
legislature that amends the state statutes is labeled a "Proposition," followed by a double letter. 
A measure placed on the ballot through the signature-collection process that amends the state 
constitution is labeled an "Amendment," followed by a number. A measure placed on the ballot 
through the signature-collection process that amends the state statutes is labeled a "Proposition," 
followed by a number. 
Constitutional vs. Statutory Changes 
The first line of the analysis of each measure indicates whether the measure is a change to 
the constitution or to statute. Seven of the measures on the ballot propose changes to the state 
constitution. Voter approval is required in the future to change any constitutional measure adopted 
by the voters, although the legislature may adopt statutes that clarify or implement these 
constitutional measures as long as they do not conflict with the constitution. The remaining two 
measures propose changes to state statute. The state legislature, with the approval of the 
governor, may change any of these measures in the future without voter approval.
     
               
             
               
               
         
      
           
                 
             
            
    
             
              
Section Two — Titles and Text 
The second section provides the title that appears on the ballot and the legal language of 
each measure, including whether the measure changes the constitution or statute. The legal 
language of the measures shows new laws in capitalized letters and laws that are being eliminated 
in strikeout type, with the exception of Amendments 60 and 61, and Proposition 101. These 
measures are new laws but are not in capitalized letters. 
Section Three — Recommendations on Retaining Judges 
The third section contains information about the performance of Colorado Supreme Court, 
Court of Appeals, and trial court judges who are on your ballot. The information was prepared by 
the state commission and district commissions on judicial performance. The narrative for each 
judge includes a recommendation stated as "RETAIN," "DO NOT RETAIN," or "NO OPINION." 
Information on Local Election Officials 
The booklet concludes with addresses and telephone numbers of local election officials. Your 
local election official can provide you with information on polling places, absentee ballots, and early 
voting. 
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ANALYSIS 
Amendment P
Regulation of Games of Chance 
Amendment P proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to: 
�	 transfer the licensing of games of chance, such as bingo and raffles, from the Department of
 










�	 allow the state legislature to change the department of oversight and the requirement that an organization 
exist for five years with a dues-paying membership to qualify for a license.
Summary and Analysis 
Colorado law allows certain nonprofit organizations to use bingo and raffles to raise money for charity. Bingo 
and raffles are games in which prizes are won based on randomly picked numbers. Since 1958, the Department 
of State has regulated these games by issuing licenses, collecting fees, conducting inspections, addressing 
complaints, and imposing penalties. Currently, organizations must have been in existence for five years with a 
dues-paying membership to qualify for a license. 
Amendment P allows the state legislature to choose a state agency to regulate bingo and raffles. The 
legislature may also change the requirement that an organization must have operated for five years with a
dues-paying membership to qualify for a license. During the 2010 session, the state legislature passed a bill 
selecting the Department of Revenue to regulate bingo and raffles if Amendment P is adopted. 
The Department of Revenue currently regulates casino gambling, licenses casinos and casino employees, 
conducts compliance audits, and approves casino gambling devices. The department also operates the Colorado 
Lottery. 
Argument For 
1) The Department of Revenue currently regulates most gaming in the state and has established a framework 
to monitor financial resources and transactions. In a 2008 report to the state legislature, both the departments of 
Revenue and State found that it would be more practical and efficient to consolidate the regulation of these games 
in the Department of Revenue. 
Argument Against 
1) For over 50 years, the Department of State has regulated bingo and raffles, and there is no need to move 
this oversight to another state agency. A 2007 state regulatory agency report concluded that the Department of 
State has adequately performed bingo licensing and enforcement functions, and found no compelling reason to 
move bingo regulation to the Department of Revenue. During an economic downturn, the state should not spend 
an estimated $116,000 to move the regulation of bingo and raffles. 
Estimate of Fiscal Impact 
Under Amendment P, the state will have estimated one-time costs of $116,000 in budget year 2010-11 to 
move regulation of bingo and raffles to the Department of Revenue. The department requires computer software 
and other items to bring bingo and raffle licensing into its current gaming operations. These costs will be paid with 
existing revenue from bingo and raffle licenses. 
Amendment P: Regulation of Games of Chance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
 
  
       
       
                
 
  
               
                
                  
               
               
                   
                 
                
                  
               
                
                 
                   
                 
                
               
 
                  
                
                  
               
       
 
                
               
                 
              
     
   
             
          
Amendment Q
 
Temporary Location for the State Seat of Government
 
Amendment Q proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to: 
�	 establish a process for moving the state seat of government to a temporary location during a declared 
disaster emergency. 
Summary and Analysis 
Since statehood, the Colorado Constitution has designated Denver as the state seat of government. The 
legislature is prohibited from moving the seat of government out of Denver unless it refers a constitutional 
amendment to the voters at a general election. The state constitution requires that an amendment to move the 
state seat of government be approved by at least two-thirds of those voting on the issue. 
Amendment Q creates a process for temporarily moving the seat of government if a disaster emergency 
affects the ability of state government to operate in Denver. It defines a disaster emergency as the occurrence or 
imminent threat of widespread or severe damage, injury, illness, or loss of life or property resulting from an 
epidemic or a natural, man-made, or technological event. For the purpose of addressing such emergencies, it also 
defines the seat of government as the location of the legislative, executive, and judicial branches of the state of 
Colorado. 
After declaring a disaster emergency, and after consulting with the Chief Justice of the Colorado Supreme 
Court, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House of Representatives, the Governor may 
designate a temporary meeting location for the state legislature. The legislature must meet at that location and 
decide whether to pass a bill designating a temporary location for the seat of government outside of Denver. Such 
legislation must include a date when the temporary location of the seat of government expires. Amendment Q 
does not change the process for permanently moving the state seat of government. Currently, 36 other states 
have created a legal process to temporarily move the state seat of government in an emergency. 
Argument For 
1) The state constitution does not provide a process to temporarily relocate the state seat of government — 
even during a disaster emergency. Amendment Q provides the legal authority for the temporary movement of 
state government in the event of a declared disaster emergency. It also enables state government officials to plan 
for and respond to a disaster emergency and continue essential government services without requiring a statewide 
vote on whether to move the state seat. 
Argument Against 
1) The measure may be unnecessary because all three branches of state government have powers under 
current law and rules to independently manage their operations and address disaster emergencies. For example, 
legislative rules allow the legislature to meet temporarily in another location in Denver or elsewhere in the state 
during a Governor-declared disaster emergency. The Governor also has powers to address disasters including 
ordering evacuations and reassigning state employees. 
Estimate of Fiscal Impact 
Amendment Q is not expected to affect state or local government revenue or spending. 
2. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Amendment Q: Temporary Location for the State Seat of Government
 
  
     
       
            
        
  
                
              
                 
                 
           
              
                
                  
                
                     
                     
   
                  
                    
                
        
               
                  
                  
                
                   
                     
                
 
                  
                    
                    
               
 
               
                   
                   
                  
         
        
Amendment R
Exempt Possessory Interests in Real Property 
Amendment R proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to: 
�	 eliminate property taxes for individuals or businesses that use government-owned property for a 
private benefit worth $6,000 or less in market value. 
Summary and Analysis 
Property taxes and possessory interests. Property taxes are primarily based on the value of land, houses, 
other buildings, and business equipment. Individuals and businesses pay property taxes to various local 
governments, such as cities, counties, school districts, and special districts, each of which imposes its own tax rate 
on property. Property taxes pay for a variety of local government services, including public education, police and 
fire services, roads and bridges, parks and recreation facilities, hospitals, and libraries. 
W hen an individual or business uses government-owned land or equipment for private purposes, a possessory 
interest is created. Although government-owned property is exempt from taxes, the benefit that a business or 
individual obtains from using that land or equipment is not. For example, some ranchers lease land from the 
federal government for cattle grazing. Other businesses lease land to provide a recreational activity, such as 
skiing or river rafting, or are given a contract to provide a specific service on public land, such as operating a snack 
bar at a national park. Under current law, the value of a private benefit is considered a possessory interest and is 
subject to property taxes. 
The market value of all possessory interests in Colorado is about $300 million, which is less than 0.1 percent 
of the total market value of all property in the state. At this value, total property tax payments for possessory 
interests are approximately $6 million annually. There are about 7,000 possessory interests in the state, which 
pay an average of $850 in property taxes annually. 
How does Amendment R change the taxation of possessory interests? Starting in 2012, Amendment R 
exempts a possessory interest from property taxation if the market value of the interest is $6,000 or less, which 
equates to a maximum tax payment of $120 annually, depending on local tax rates. For example, most cattle 
grazing leases with the federal government have a market value below $6,000, and therefore this private benefit 
would not be taxed. In contrast, the value of private benefits obtained by ski areas exceed the $6,000 threshold 
and will continue to be taxed at the full value. In budget year 2012-13, the measure is expected to reduce property 
taxes statewide by $160,000. Every two years, the $6,000 threshold is increased to account for inflation. 
Argument For 
1) Amendment R reduces the administrative burden of collecting a tax that in many cases costs more money 
to collect than it brings in to local governments. For example, the majority of possessory interests in the state are 
for agricultural leases, many of which owe less than $10 in property taxes. The cost of administering this tax — 
mailing notices, maintaining tax rolls, and collecting and enforcing the tax — often exceeds this amount. 
Argument Against 
1) Amendment R provides an unfair tax break for businesses and individuals who use government-owned 
land and puts a greater tax burden on others to pay for local government services. The state constitution requires 
that taxes be charged uniformly for all taxpayers. A small tax bill does not justify exempting a business or 
individual from paying the tax on the private benefit they enjoy on government land. Simple fairness demands that 
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Estimate of Fiscal Impact 
State expenditures. Public schools are funded from a combination of state and local revenue. Since 
Amendment R reduces the amount of local revenue for schools, the state's portion of school funding will increase 
by approximately $46,000 beginning in budget year 2012-13.
Local government impact. Amendment R is expected to reduce property taxes for local governments by up 
to $160,000 per year, beginning in budget year 2012-13. Of this amount, property taxes for school districts are 
expected to decrease by approximately $46,000. In addition, minor cost savings may occur in some counties 
because of a reduced number of mailings and fewer properties to process and value. 




       
            
  
        
                 
      
                
  
                
    
  
               
                
                 
                  
               
                 
     
                  
                  
                   
        
                
               
                 
                  
                 
                
             











Amendment 60 proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to: 
�	 repeal the current voter-approved authority of local governments to keep property taxes above 
their constitutional limits; 
�	 establish expiration dates for future voter-approved property tax increases; 
�	 cut local property tax rates for public schools' operating expenses in half over ten years and replace this 
money with state funding each year;
�	 require publicly owned enterprises to pay property taxes and reduce local property tax rates to offset the 
new revenue; and 
�	 provide new voting rights to certain property owners in Colorado and permit citizens to petition all local 
governments to reduce property taxes. 
Summary and Analysis 
Amendment 60 changes several aspects of Colorado's property tax system to reduce the amount of property 
taxes paid by individuals and businesses to school districts, counties, special districts, cities, and towns. The 
measure phases in a reduction in school district property taxes over ten years and requires that the reduced 
property taxes be replaced with state funding. Table 1 shows the projected impact of the amendment in today's 
dollars on an average homeowner and commercial business, school districts, and state government, in both the 
first year and when the measure is fully implemented. The fully implemented impacts provide the best projections 
of the measure's final effects.
In the first year, property taxes for school districts are expected to fall by $337 million, which the measure 
requires the state to replace. This represents a property tax reduction of the same amount for individuals and 
businesses. An average homeowner's property tax bill is projected to fall by $87 and the property taxes for an 
average commercial business are estimated to fall by $1,181. 
W hen the measure is fully implemented, the property tax reduction for school districts is estimated to increase 
the state's obligation for kindergarten through twelfth grade education (K-12) by $1.5 billion, which represents a 
property tax decrease of the same amount for individuals and businesses. An average homeowner will pay $376 
less and an average commercial business will pay $5,106 less in property taxes annually. In future years, the 
actual amounts will differ as inflation and growth increase the size of the economy, but the comparable budget 
impacts on taxpayers and governments are expected to remain consistent over time. Cities, towns, counties, and 
special districts will also lose property taxes, but the amount will vary by locality. 
Amendment 60: Property Taxes. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
 
       
    
   
                        
   
  
     
 
                      
   
  
    
  
  
     
                
              
                   
               
               
    
                
              
                   
                 
           
               
                  
                     
                  
             
                
                 
                     
                   
                  
                  
                 
  
                
               
                 
                 
                
                  
    
Table 1. Selected Impacts of Amendment 60 













Impacts on Average Taxpayers 
Property Tax Payment for 
Average Homeowner ($295,000 
home) 
$1,638 $1,551 $1,262 -$87 -$376
Property Tax Payment for 
Average Commercial Business 
Owner with a Value of
$1.1 million 
$22,254 $21,073 $17,148 -$1,181 -$5,106
K-12 Education Funding Shift 
Property Tax Collections























Background and current law. Property taxes are based primarily on the value of land, houses, other 
buildings, and business equipment. Individuals and businesses pay property taxes to various local governments, 
such as cities, counties, school districts, and special districts, each of which imposes its own tax rate on property.
School districts and counties receive approximately 77 percent of all property taxes collected. Publicly owned 
enterprises, such as city water and sewer systems, municipal airports, and most state universities, are exempt 
from paying property tax.
Property taxes are spent on a variety of local government services, including public education, police and fire 
services, roads and bridges, public water and sewer systems, parks and recreation facilities, hospitals, and 
libraries. The degree to which local governments rely on property taxes to pay for services varies. Some special 
districts, such as fire protection districts, get almost all of their revenue from property taxes, while many city 
governments get less than 5 percent of their funding from property taxes. 
Constitutional limits on property taxes. The state constitution currently restricts both the amount of total 
revenue and property tax revenue that a local government can collect each year. Annual increases for each are 
capped at the rate of inflation plus a measure of local growth, such as student enrollment in the case of a school 
district. The constitution also requires voter approval for a local government to increase property tax rates or to 
keep and spend total revenue or property tax revenue above the government's constitutional limit. 
How does Amendment 60 change how public schools are funded? Public schools in Colorado are funded 
from a combination of federal, state, and local sources. Voters in some school districts have approved additional 
property taxes to repay loans used to build schools or other buildings. In these districts, there is a property tax for 
operating schools and a separate property tax to repay loans. Amendment 60 requires all districts to cut their 
2011 property tax rates for operating schools in half by 2020. Property tax rates for repaying loans are 
unchanged. The required reduction in tax rates must be done in equal yearly amounts over ten years.
Amendment 60 requires the local school district funding eliminated by this rate reduction to be replaced each year 
with state funding. 
How does Amendment 60 affect the state budget? Currently, the state spends most of its general 
operating budget on: preschool through higher education; health care; prisons; the courts; and programs that help 
low-income, elderly, and disabled people. K-12 education funding accounts for 46 percent of this budget, which is 
primarily funded by sales and income taxes. Because Amendment 60 requires that the reduction in local property 
tax revenue be replaced with state funding, the obligation for public schools will increase to an estimated 
67 percent of the state's general operating budget, once the measure is fully implemented. To meet this increased 
6. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Amendment 60: Property Taxes
 
                
        
              
               
               
              
                
             
              
   
             
               
                 
                      
                    
                 
      
             
                 
               
                 
                 
                   
                     
                   
                
             
                   
                    
                
                  
         
                
                
 
              
               
                  
                   
                     
          
                  
                  
           
                
               
            
    
obligation to schools, the state will have to decrease spending and services in other areas, increase fees 
for services, or some combination of both.
How does Amendment 60 affect property taxes for all local governments? Like school districts, 
cities, counties, and special districts are also funded from a combination of federal, state, and local 
sources. Under current law, taxpayers in many communities have voted to broadly exempt their local 
governments from the constitutional limit related to total revenue and spending. Currently, voters in 
76 percent of municipalities, 81 percent of counties, and 98 percent of school districts have voted to 
allow government to keep and spend revenue above the constitutional limit, either temporarily or 
permanently. This measure would reimpose a property tax limit for those governments, leaving the 









Beginning in 2011, Amendment 60 repeals the current voter-approved authority of local governments to 
permanently keep property taxes above their constitutional limits. Local governments are not required to refund 
the property taxes that were retained in the past. However, local governments that collect property taxes above 
their property tax limit in the future will have to refund money. A new election must be held to allow a local 
government to keep future property taxes above its constitutional limit for up to four years at a time. The measure 
will also reduce the property tax collections of most local governments by reducing property tax rates, and limiting 
the duration of future property tax increases. 
How does Amendment 60 affect publicly owned enterprises? Amendment 60 requires publicly owned 
enterprises to pay property taxes. Under current law, state enterprises, such as most public universities, do not 
pay property taxes on campus buildings or equipment. Similarly, local enterprises, such as Denver International 
Airport, pay no property taxes. The new property taxes collected from these publicly owned enterprises must be 
offset by lower property tax rates for homeowners, businesses, and other property taxpayers. For example, if the 
University of Colorado had to pay property taxes in Boulder County, its property tax bill is estimated to range from 
$11 million to $20 million per year, depending on how the property is valued. This new revenue would be offset by 
lower tax rates in Boulder County, providing property owners in the county with tax reductions of the same amount.
The amendment prohibits publicly owned enterprises from charging either a mandatory fee or a tax on property. 
How does Amendment 60 change property tax elections? Amendment 60 proposes changing several 
aspects of the way property tax issues are addressed in local elections. Under current law, a property owner who 
is a registered Colorado voter may vote on ballot questions in his or her primary place of residence and in special 
district elections wherever he or she owns property in Colorado. Amendment 60 allows Colorado property owners 
to vote on city, county, and school district property tax issues in any Colorado location where they own property, 
regardless of their primary place of residence in the state. 
Under current law, citizens may petition cities to increase or decrease property taxes, but may not petition 
counties, schools, or special districts. Under this measure, all local governments must permit petitions to lower 
property taxes. 
Typically, when a local community has voted to permanently exempt its local government from the 
constitutional limit on property tax collections, that voter-approved decision is not automatically repealed at a future 
date. Under Amendment 60, any future vote to allow a local government to retain revenue above its constitutional 
limit is repealed within four years after passage. Any future vote to increase property tax rates is repealed within 
ten years. Any extension of an expiring property tax is considered to be a tax increase under the measure, and as 
such, must be presented as a tax increase on the ballot. 
Currently, a single ballot question may ask voters if a local government may borrow money, and if property tax 
rates may be increased to repay that loan. Under this measure, ballot questions that allow a government to 
borrow money must be separate from ballot questions that raise property taxes. 
How is Amendment 60 enforced? The amendment requires the state to annually audit all cities, counties, 
school districts, and other types of local governments to ensure compliance with all requirements of the 
amendment. Citizens are also allowed to file lawsuits to enforce compliance.
Amendment 60: Property Taxes. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
 
                
                 
            
                
              
                  
                   
                 
      
                
                   
                   
                 
                   
                 
              
                  
               
                    
                
                   
    
                  
                  
                   
            
 
                
                 
                  
                  
         
                
                    
                 
                  
              
              
                
                 
     
    
How does Amendment 60 interact with two other measures on the ballot? Amendment 60 along with 
Amendment 61 (see page 10) and Proposition 101 (see page 21) contain provisions that affect state and local 
government finances by decreasing taxes paid by households and businesses and restricting government 
borrowing. How these measures work together may require clarification from the state legislature or the courts. 
Amendment 60 reduces local property taxes, while requiring state expenditures for K-12 education to increase 
by an amount that offsets the property tax loss for school districts. Amendment 61 requires state and local 
governments to decrease tax rates when debt is repaid, which is assumed in this analysis to apply to the existing 
debt of state and local governments, and it prohibits any borrowing by state government. Proposition 101 reduces 
state and local government taxes and fees. 
Since portions of these measures are phased in over time, the actual impacts to taxpayers and governments 
will be less in the initial years of implementation and grow over time. Assuming that all three measures are 
approved by voters, the first-year impact will be to reduce state taxes and fees by $744 million and increase state 
spending for K-12 education by $385 million. Once fully implemented, the measures are estimated to reduce state 
taxes and fees by $2.1 billion and increase state spending for K-12 education by $1.6 billion in today's dollars.
This would commit almost all of the state's general operating budget to paying for the constitutional and statutory 
requirements of K-12 education, leaving little for other government services. In addition, the prohibition on 
borrowing will increase budget pressures for the state if it chooses to pay for capital projects from its general 
operating budget. This would further reduce the amount of money available for other government services. 
Tax and fee collections for local governments are expected to fall by at least $966 million in the first year of 
implementation and by $3.4 billion when the measures are fully implemented. However, after the state reimburses 
school districts, the net impact on local government budgets would be at least $581 million in the first year and 
$1.8 billion when fully implemented. 
Total taxes and fees paid by households and businesses are estimated to decrease by $1.7 billion in the first 
year and $5.5 billion per year in today's dollars when the measures are fully implemented. The measures reduce 
the taxes and fees owed by an average household making $55,000 per year that owns a $295,000 house by an 
estimated $400 in the first year and $1,360 per year when fully implemented. 
Arguments For 
1) Amendment 60 provides property tax relief for Coloradans in a tough economic climate without reducing 
K-12 education funding. For example, the measure will provide seniors who recently lost a property tax exemption 
with additional tax relief. Allowing business owners to keep more of their income may spur investment and help 
the economy recover more quickly. School funding is unchanged because the state is required to replace the local 
property taxes phased out by the amendment with state funding. 
2) Amendment 60 strengthens citizen control over local government taxes by setting tax expiration dates and 
requiring that an extension of an expiring tax be presented to the voters as a tax increase. The amendment also 
allows citizens to petition local governments to lower taxes, and it prevents unelected boards, such as the Denver 
W ater Board, from imposing mandatory fees or taxes on property. In addition, limiting votes on property taxes to 
November elections, when voter turnout is typically higher, may lead to greater citizen awareness and 
participation. 
3) Amendment 60 removes a competitive advantage that publicly owned enterprises have over private 
businesses. Unlike private facilities, publicly owned enterprises, such as parking lots and golf courses, do not 
currently pay property taxes. The additional revenue will lower the local property tax rate, providing further relief 
for property owners in the district. 
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Arguments Against 
1) Amendment 60 overturns nearly two decades of voter-approved tax decisions that fund important 
services provided by counties, cities, school districts, and special districts. The amendment enables 
voters statewide, in this election, to reverse hundreds of decisions of local voters to fund services like fire 
and police protection, roads, parks and recreational facilities, water and sewer systems, and libraries.
Local voters are best equipped to choose the level and type of services needed in their communities and 
the means to pay for those services. 
2) Amendment 60 will require the state to cut funding for many important services, which may result 
in job losses throughout Colorado. Because the state constitution requires that the state have a balanced budget 
and limits the ability of the legislature to raise taxes, every new dollar spent on education will be taken away from 
other services. The $1.5 billion increase in state K-12 education spending nearly equals the amount the state 
currently spends on courts, prisons, and human services. This amendment requires the state to spend so much 
more on public schools that these or other state functions will have to be cut or eliminated in order to keep the 
state budget balanced. 
3) Amendment 60 may leave many citizens worse off financially, depending on where they live. People who 
live in areas with few publicly owned enterprises, such as the eastern plains, will receive some property tax 
reductions, but may pay more in fees to use the services of public enterprises located elsewhere. For example, if 
the University of Colorado must pay property taxes, students statewide may pay more in tuition, but property 
owners in Boulder County will get most of the tax savings. Similarly, if Denver International Airport must pay 
property taxes, airline customers statewide may pay more in fees, but only property owners in Denver will get the 
property tax reduction. 
Estimate of Fiscal Impact 
Local revenue. Amendment 60 reduces property taxes for individuals and businesses in several ways. This 
reduces the amount of tax revenue that cities, counties, school districts, and special districts will receive. The 
measure phases in a reduction in school district property taxes over ten years. In the first year, school district 
property taxes are projected to fall by $337 million, reducing property taxes paid by an average homeowner and an 
average business owner by $87 and $1,181, respectively. Once the measure is fully implemented, property taxes 
are estimated to fall by $1.5 billion annually in today's dollars, reducing property taxes paid by an average 
homeowner and an average business owner by approximately $376 per year and $5,106 per year, respectively.
Additionally, local governments currently authorized to keep property tax revenue in excess of the constitutional 
limit, will have their property tax revenue reduced by an indeterminate amount.
State expenditures. By reducing the amount of local property taxes collected for school districts, statewide 
expenditures for public schools will increase by an estimated $337 million in the first year of implementation and by 
$1.5 billion per year in today's dollars once the measure is fully implemented. To meet this increased obligation to 
schools, the state will have to decrease spending and services in other areas, increase fees for services, or enact 
some combination of both.
The state must make a yearly audit of compliance with the property tax provisions and strictly enforce all 
requirements in the amendment. The Office of the State Auditor is responsible for reporting the financial and 
operational performance of agencies of state government; however, the office does not have a process for auditing 
local government compliance with property tax laws. Amendment 60 expands the obligations of the State 
Auditor's Office. It is estimated that this provision will require the addition of 1.5 new staff to coordinate year-round 
auditing of local government and to manage contracting with independent certified public accounting (CPA) firms.









Amendment 60: Property Taxes. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
 
 
      
       
       
          
           
          
  
              
                 
                
              
              
                 
                  
                  
     
              
                 
               
                  
              
         
                   
               
                      
   
                 
 
                 
                  
             
                 
                
               
             
                 
              
                
               
                
 
         
Amendment 61
 
Limits on State and Local Government Borrowing
 
Amendment 61 proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to: 
�	 prohibit all new state government borrowing after 2010; 
�	 prohibit new local government borrowing after 2010, unless approved by voters; 
�	 lim it the amount and length of time of local government borrowing; and 
�	 require that tax rates be reduced after borrowing is fully repaid. 
Summary and Analysis 
Amendment 61 places new restrictions on government borrowing. Currently, the state and local governments 
borrow money to build or improve public facilities like roads, buildings, and airports and repay the money over 
multiple years. Borrowing is also used for other purposes, such as financing loans for small businesses. 
Beginning in 2011, Amendment 61 prohibits all future borrowing by state government and limits future 
borrowing by local governments, including cities, counties, school districts, special districts, and enterprises. The 
measure also requires that governments lower tax rates after borrowed money is fully repaid, even if the borrowing 
was repaid from a source other than taxes. In certain cases, governments borrow money on behalf of private 
entities. Because the private entities are solely responsible for repayment, it is unclear if this borrowing is covered 
by the provisions of Amendment 61. 
Impact of Amendment 61 on state government. Amendment 61 affects Colorado's state government by 
prohibiting any future borrowing and requiring a tax cut when certain borrowing is fully repaid. Current borrowing 
will be unaffected, but future projects, programs, and services that would have otherwise been financed through 
borrowing will have to be eliminated or paid for by increasing fees or using money currently budgeted for other 
purposes. Table 1 provides examples of projects funded through state government borrowing and the 
requirements and restrictions under current law compared to Amendment 61. 
The state and all of its enterprises issue an average of $2.9 billion in new borrowing annually and spend about 
$2 billion annually to repay borrowing. State agencies, excluding enterprises, make annual payments of about 
$200 million on borrowing. At the end of 2010, the state and all of its enterprises will owe about $17 billion for 
assets financed through borrowing. 
Under current law, the state borrows money in the following ways, which will no longer be permitted by 
Amendment 61: 
•	 Long-term borrowing — Long-term borrowing is money borrowed for a period of more than one year that is 
repaid from a specific source of money like dedicated taxes or fees over a fixed period of time. Voters 
must approve non-enterprise borrowing. For example, in 1999 voters approved borrowing for state 
highway projects. The money that was borrowed for the projects is repaid with state and federal highway 
funds. 
•	 Short-term borrowing — In Colorado, the state sometimes borrows money early in the year to cover costs 
for its day-to-day operations and repays the money later in the year, as revenues are collected. 
•	 Lease-to-own agreements — Lease-to-own agreements allow the state to make annual payments for new 
buildings or equipment over a number of years until the cost is repaid. The state legislature authorizes 
lease-to-own agreements and approves payments every year during its annual budget process. Once the 
cost is paid, ownership is typically transferred to the state. The state is currently using lease-to-own 
agreements to build a prison, a museum, a court building, and several academic buildings at state 
colleges and universities. The state is also using these types of agreements for K-12 school construction 
and renovation. 
10. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Amendment 61: Limits on State and Local Government Borrowing
 
            
           
             
                
       
             
              
             
             
       
        
      
  
                        
       
 
  
    
  
    
 
   
     
    
       
   
   
      
   
    
 
          
     
   
  
   
 
 
      
 
   
    
 
                
                  
              
               
          
               
              
                
         
•	 Enterprise borrowing — Publicly owned enterprises are currently permitted to borrow for projects 
and programs without voter approval. Generally, enterprises generate their own revenue 
through fees charged for the services they offer. Enterprises usually borrow with long-term 
borrowing repaid from grants or fees for services. Enterprises do not have a defined voter base, 
and do not hold public elections.
Most public colleges and universities are enterprises and have recently borrowed money to build 
classroom buildings and other facilities. This borrowing is repaid from sources such as tuition 
money, student fees, donations, and federal grants. Other state-level enterprises, such as the 
Colorado Housing and Finance Authority, act as financing authorities to borrow money that is 
lent to local governments, private businesses, and individuals. 
Table 1. State Government Borrowing Requirements and
 
Restrictions Under Current Law and Amendment 61
 
Examples of Existing Projects 
Funded Through Borrowing 
Restrictions and Requirements 
Current Law Amendment 61 
Long-term borrowing — money borrowed for a period of more than o
or fees over a fixed period of time. 
ne year that is repaid from a specific source of money like dedicated taxes 
State Departments 
Department of Transportation 
State highways and roads
• Voter approval required 
• No dollar limit on borrowing 
• Prohibited 
State Enterprises 
Public universities and colleges 
Classroom buildings, dormitories, and student centers 
Colorado Housing and Finance Authority 
Loans to home buyers, businesses, ranchers, and farmers 
Colorado Water Resources
and Pow er Developm ent Authority 
Improvements to water and wastewater treatment plants 
• No voter approval required 
• No dollar limit on borrowing 
• Legislative authorization 
required 
Other borrowing — including short-term (repaid within one year) borr
the state legislature approves payments annually. 
owing, and lease-to-own agreements where authorized by state law and 
State Departments and Enterprises 
Department of Corrections 
Prisons 
Department of Higher Education 
Academic facilities 
State Treasurer 
Short-term borrowing and K-12 school construction
and renovation 
• No voter approval required 
• No dollar limit on borrowing 
• Legislative authorization 
required 
• Prohibited 
Impact of Amendment 61 on local governments. Amendment 61 applies new borrowing limits to all local 
governments and requires that all future borrowing be submitted for voter approval. Similar to the impact on state 
government, Amendment 61 will require local governments to either increase fees, reduce construction, or reduce 
programs and services. Table 2 provides examples of projects funded through local government borrowing and 
the requirements and restrictions under current law compared to Amendment 61. 
Local governments and their enterprises issue an average of $4.9 billion in new borrowing annually, and 
spend about $4.3 billion annually to repay borrowing. Local governments, excluding enterprises, make annual 
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$36 billion for assets financed through borrowing. Some local government borrowing is repaid from 
voter-approved tax increases. After this borrowing is fully repaid, tax rates will be reduced, regardless of the 
outcome of Amendment 61. 
Amendment 61 limits allowable local government borrowing in the following ways: 
•	 Borrowing is limited to bonded debt. Bonded debt is money that is borrowed through the sale of 
government bonds for a period of more than one year. Under current law, local governments may borrow 
money through bonded debt as well as other forms of borrowing, such as short-term borrowing or 
lease-to-own agreements. Amendment 61 prohibits all forms of local government borrowing except 
bonded debt. 
•	 Voter approval is required for all borrowing. Under current law, not all borrowing requires voter approval, 
and elections for bonded debt occur at various times throughout the year depending on the type of local 
government. Amendment 61 requires that all future borrowing first be submitted for approval by voters at 
a November election. In addition, enterprises, which were not previously required to seek voter approval 
for borrowing, will be required to hold elections. 
•	 For all local governments, except enterprises, borrowing is limited to 10 percent of the assessed real 
property value within their borders. Generally speaking, this cap is less than what is allowed under current 
law. A local government that has already borrowed an amount more than the 10 percent cap would be 
prohibited from additional borrowing until it repays enough of its borrowing or real property values increase 
enough to drop its total borrowing below the 10 percent cap.
•	 Borrowing must be repaid within 10 years and may be repaid early without penalty. The typical term of 
current borrowing is 20 to 30 years. Borrowing for a shorter length of time requires higher annual 
payments because the loan is spread over fewer years; however, total interest costs over the term of the 
loan are lower. 
Table 2. Local Government Borrowing Requirements and
 
Restrictions Under Current Law and Amendment 61

  Examples of Existing Projects 
Funded Through Borrowing 
Restrictions and Requirements 
Current Law 
at is repaid from a specific source of m
Amendment 61 
Bonded debt — money borrowed for a period of more than one year t
over a fixed period of time. 
h oney like dedicated taxes or fees 
School Districts 
School construction or improvements 
• Voter approval required 
• Borrowing capped at 20% of
assessed property values for 
most districts 
• Voter approval required 
• Future borrowing capped at
10% of assessed real 
property values 
• Term of future borrowing is
limited to 10 years 
Counties 
Roads, public buildings, and vehicles 
• Voter approval required 
• Borrowing capped at 3% of
actual (market) property values 
Cities 
Public buildings such as jails and recreation centers 
• Voter approval required 
Special Districts 
W ater and sewer districts: improvements to water and wastewater 
treatment plants 
Fire protection districts: buildings, vehicles, and equipment 
Regional Transportation District (RTD): mass transit facilities
and vehicles 
• Voter approval required in some 
instances 
Note: Table continued on next page 
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Table 2. Local Government Borrowing Requirements and
 
Restrictions Under Current Law and Amendment 61 (Cont.)

  Examples of Existing Projects 
Funded Through Borrowing 
Restrictions and Requirements 
Current Law Amendment 61 
Bonded debt — money borrowed for a period of more than one year t
over a fixed period of time. 
hat is repaid from a specific source of money like dedicated taxes or fees 
Enterprises 
Denver International Airport: airport facilities and runways 
• No voter approval required 
• No dollar limit on borrowing 
• Voter approval required 
• No dollar limit on borrowing 
• Term of borrowing is limited
to 10 years 
Other borrowing — including short-term (repaid within one year) borr
and the local board approves payments annually. 
owing, and lease-to-own agreements where authorized by a local board 
Local Governments and Enterprises 
Short-term borrowing, lease-to-own agreements 
• No voter approval required 
• No dollar limit on borrowing 
• Subject to local board approval 
• Prohibited, unless in the
form of bonded debt 
Impact of Amendment 61 on taxpayers. Amendment 61 requires that after borrowed money is fully repaid 
by a government, taxes must be reduced in the amount of the average annual payment. Assuming this 
requirement applies to current borrowing, and once the measure is fully implemented, state taxes will be reduced 
by about $200 million. Local government taxes are estimated to be reduced by about $940 million. Some tax 
reductions will occur in the first few years after the measure takes effect, but the full reduction will not occur until all 
borrowed money is repaid, which could take up to 40 years.
If the entire state tax reduction is applied to the state income tax, an average household earning $55,000 
annually will pay about $49 less per year in today's dollars once the measure is fully implemented. If the entire 
local tax reduction is applied to property taxes, the owners of a home valued at $295,000 will pay about $225 less 
per year in today's dollars. The impact of the local tax reduction will vary based on the location of a taxpayer's 
residence. 
How does Amendment 61 interact with two other measures on the ballot? Amendment 61 along with 
Amendment 60 (see page 5) and Proposition 101 (see page 21) contain provisions that affect state and local 
government finances by decreasing taxes paid by households and businesses and restricting government 
borrowing. How these measures work together may require clarification from the state legislature or the courts. 
Amendment 61 requires state and local governments to decrease tax rates when debt is repaid, which is 
assumed in this analysis to apply to the existing debt of state and local governments, and it prohibits any 
borrowing by state government. Amendment 60 reduces local property taxes, while requiring state expenditures 
for K-12 education to increase by an amount that offsets the property tax loss for school districts. Proposition 101 
reduces state and local government taxes and fees. 
Since portions of these measures are phased in over time, the actual impacts to taxpayers and governments 
will be less in the initial years of implementation and grow over time. Assuming that all three measures are 
approved by voters, the first-year impact will be to reduce state taxes and fees by $744 million and increase state 
spending for K-12 education by $385 million. Once fully implemented, the measures are estimated to reduce state 
taxes and fees by $2.1 billion and increase state spending for K-12 education by $1.6 billion in today's dollars.
This would commit almost all of the state's general operating budget to paying for the constitutional and statutory 
requirements of K-12 education, leaving little for other government services. In addition, the prohibition on 
borrowing will increase budget pressures for the state if it chooses to pay for capital projects from its general 
operating budget. This would further reduce the amount of money available for other government services.
Amendment 61: Limits on State and Local Government Borrowing. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
 
                    
                
                   
     
                  
                  
                   
            
 
                  
            
              
          
               
                 
               
              
               
                  
    
 
                 
                    
                
                  
                  
                
                
                
   
                     
                
                      
            
                  
                   
                   
                 
             
   
                
               
      
         
Tax and fee collections for local governments are expected to fall by at least $966 million in the first year of 
implementation and by $3.4 billion when the measures are fully implemented. However, after the state reimburses 
school districts, the net impact on local government budgets would be at least $581 million in the first year and 
$1.8 billion when fully implemented.
Total taxes and fees paid by households and businesses are estimated to decrease by $1.7 billion in the first 
year and $5.5 billion per year in today's dollars when the measures are fully implemented. The measures reduce 
the taxes and fees owed by an average household making $55,000 per year that owns a $295,000 house by an 
estimated $400 in the first year and $1,360 per year when fully implemented. 
Arguments For 
1) Borrowing is expensive because it includes interest payments and fees. Limits are needed to help ensure 
that borrowing costs do not reduce money for public services in the future. 
2) Amendment 61 encourages fiscal restraint through a pay-as-you-go approach to government spending.
This approach limits government from passing on debt to future generations. 
3) Because the public is responsible for repaying government borrowing through taxes and fees, voters 
should be asked before money is borrowed. The existing limits on government borrowing are not strict enough 
because the government can still borrow large amounts without voter approval. Amendment 61 requires any 
future local government borrowing to be submitted to voters for consideration at a November election. 
4) Amendment 61 reduces taxes when borrowing is fully repaid, giving individuals and businesses more 
money to spend. Tax rates should go down when borrowing is repaid because the government no longer needs 
money for the annual payments. 
Arguments Against 
1) Borrowing is a crucial tool for financing large public investments such as prisons, schools, and water 
projects. Similar to private citizens using a loan to buy a home or car, borrowing is often the only way 
governments can afford to build and maintain safe bridges, roads, and other public infrastructure. Amendment 61 
makes it harder to manage public finances and to respond in a timely manner to the needs of citizens. 
2) Amendment 61 limits the ability of communities to meet the demands of a growing economy. Colorado's 
population has grown almost 20 percent in the last decade, requiring new roads, schools, hospitals, and water 
treatment plants. These public investments are needed by communities to operate and to attract residents and 
businesses. In addition, the measure may reduce private sector jobs, for instance businesses may be awarded 
fewer construction contracts.
3) Amendment 61 places the full burden of paying for public buildings built to last 30 years or more on today's 
taxpayers. Also, Amendment 61 may force governments to set aside money for several years before construction 
can begin on a new facility. As a result, current taxpayers may never benefit from a facility they paid to construct.
Taxpayers may realize a greater benefit from borrowing than from a tax-rate reduction. 
4) Some governments will face serious financial disruptions as a result of Amendment 61. For example, the 
Colorado unemployment fund may be unable to pay unemployment benefits for a period of time if the state is no 
longer able to borrow to pay for benefits. Also, starting in 2011, school districts that rely on short-term borrowing 
may have cash flow disruptions until spring tax collections are received. These districts will have to consider 
options such as reducing or suspending teacher pay, selling buildings, or closing schools.
Estimate of Fiscal Impact 
The measure contains provisions that reduce the amount of taxes paid by most taxpayers over time, while 
reducing future construction of publicly owned facilities and restricting the ability of the state and local 
governments to provide other programs and services. 
14. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Amendment 61: Limits on State and Local Government Borrowing
 
               
    
             
            
               
          
             
               
                  
                   
               
      
             
              
          
                 
               
           
              
                
                 
                
                 
             
                
              
               
               
            
               
            
                 
           
     
      
    
   
                  
         
Impact on the state and local governments. The measure will impact the state and local 
governments in the following ways. 
•	 Borrowing restrictions will require that the state and local governments either raise fees, reduce
 
construction, or reduce programs and services. Additionally, the measure affects cash flow
 
management for the state and school districts, which in the past have borrowed money to finance
 
current operations in anticipation of taxes collected later in the year.
 
•	 Assuming the tax reduction applies to current borrowing, the measure requires state and local
 
governments to cut spending. The state will gradually cut spending after each borrowing is fully
 
repaid by about $200 million over the course of the next 40 years beginning in 2018. Local governments
 
will also cut spending after each borrowing is fully repaid by about $940 million over the course of the next
 
20 or 30 years. These amounts reflect the estimated average annual repayment for money currently
 










•	 Like government agencies, publicly owned enterprises will have to either raise fees, reduce construction, 
or reduce programs and services. Current borrowing by state-level enterprises accounts for an estimated 
$15 billion; borrowing by local enterprises accounts for about $11 billion. 
•	 The cost of future local government borrowing will likely be affected by the new 10-year maximum term on 
borrowing, as well as the early repayment provisions. However, the impact will vary by locality. 
Taxpayer impact. The measure will impact taxpayers in the following ways. 
•	 Based on the average annual repayment amount and assuming the tax reduction provision applies to 
current borrowing, Amendment 61 is expected to reduce taxes by about $1.1 billion per year when fully 
implemented over the next 40 years. This estimate includes about $940 million in local taxes and about 
$200 million in state taxes. The actual reduction for individuals, businesses, and others will depend on 
which taxes are reduced by the state and local governments and where the taxpayer lives. To illustrate 
the reduction, if the state reduced income taxes and local governments reduced property taxes, 
Amendment 61 is estimated to reduce the total taxes paid by an average household earning $55,000 per 
year and living in a $295,000 home by about $274 per year in today's dollars. 
•	 Amendment 61 could make it difficult for Colorado to pay unemployment benefits, which could cause the 
state to be in violation of federal law. Unusually high unemployment has forced the Colorado 
Unemployment Insurance Fund to borrow money from the federal government to pay unemployment 
insurance benefits. Amendment 61 could prohibit this borrowing. As a result, the federal government 
could choose to increase federal unemployment insurance taxes on businesses in the state. 
Table 3 summarizes the impact of the tax reductions required by Amendment 61 once all current borrowing is 
repaid. 
Table 3. Annual Estimated Tax Impacts Based on Current Borrowing,
 
Once Amendment 61 is Fully Implemented
 






State Government $2.2 billion $0.2 billion $49
Local Governments $24.8 billion $0.9 billion $225
Total $27.0 billion $1.1 billion $274
*Based on a household earning $55,000 per year living in a $295,000 home. 
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Amendment 62
 
Application of the Term Person
 
Amendment 62 proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to: 
�	 apply the term "person," as used in the sections of the Colorado bill of rights concerning inalienable rights, 
equality of justice, and due process of law, to every human being from the beginning of the biological 
development of that human being. 
Summary and Analysis 
Like the U.S. Constitution, the Colorado Constitution has a bill of rights. The Colorado bill of rights contains 
the rights of the people of Colorado and outlines the principles of state government. Amendment 62 addresses 
the application of the term "person" for sections 3, 6, and 25 of the Colorado bill of rights. These sections concern 
inalienable rights, equality of justice, and due process of law. 
Inalienable rights. Section 3 asserts that all persons have natural, essential, and inalienable rights to enjoy 
life and liberty, to acquire, possess, and protect property, and to seek and obtain safety and happiness. These 
rights include the right to survive, the right to defend against threats to safety, the freedom to make independent 
decisions, and the right to work and obtain economic goods. Inalienable rights are fundamental to all persons and 
are not created by laws and government. The constitution requires that the government protect these rights, 
although the government is permitted to limit the exercise of rights as necessary for the welfare and general 
security of the public. 
The constitutional provision regarding inalienable rights has been applied by courts, for example, to guarantee 
the right of an individual to pursue a legitimate trade or business, to acquire property without fear of discrimination, 
and to travel freely around the state. 
Equality of justice. Section 6 requires the courts in Colorado to be open to all persons. If a person's legal 
rights are violated, this section guarantees that a judicial remedy is available. 
Courts have determined that this section applies to a variety of circumstances. For instance, individuals are 
denied equal access to justice if juries are chosen in a discriminatory manner. Additionally, all persons have the 
same right to use the courts regardless of their financial resources. 
Due process of law. Section 25 ensures that no person is deprived of life, liberty, or property without due 
process of law. Due process of law requires the government to follow consistent procedures before a person's 
fundamental rights are taken away. The courts have determined, for example, that due process requires the 
government to provide notice and a fair hearing before detaining a person, taking a person's property, or 
sentencing a person to death. 
Application of the term "person." Sections 3, 6, and 25 of the Colorado bill of rights do not currently 
address the application of the term "person." Amendment 62 applies the term "person" in a manner that extends 
inalienable rights, equal access to justice, and due process of law from the beginning of biological development.
The measure does not define the phrase "the beginning of biological development." 
Arguments For 
1) Amendment 62 ensures that all human life is afforded equal protection under the law. Currently, this right 
is not recognized until birth. Amendment 62 acknowledges that a new human life is created at the beginning of 
biological development and gives all human life, whether born or unborn, equal rights and protections. 
2) The measure may establish the legal foundation to end the practice of abortion in Colorado. The U.S. 
Supreme Court decision that legalized abortion in the United States found that the unborn were not included in the 
word "person" as used in the U.S. Constitution. If each human life, from the beginning of biological development, 
is recognized as a person under Colorado's bill of rights, Amendment 62 may provide support for legal challenges 
to prohibit abortions in Colorado. 
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3) Amendment 62 establishes a legal definition of the term "person" as used in sections 3, 6, and 25 
of the Colorado bill of rights. Because these sections do not currently contain a definition of the term 
"person," interpretation of the word is subjective, which may lead to the rights granted by sections 3, 6, 
and 25 of the Colorado bill of rights being inconsistently applied.
Arguments Against 
1) Amendment 62 may limit the ability of individuals and families to make important health care 
decisions. The measure could be used to prohibit or limit access to medical care, including abortions for 
victims of rape or incest, and even when a woman's life is in danger. Amendment 62 may also limit access to 
emergency contraception, commonly used forms of birth control, and treatment for miscarriages, tubal 
pregnancies, cancer, and infertility. The measure may restrict some stem cell research that could lead to 









2) Amendment 62 allows government intrusion in the privacy of the doctor-patient relationship and could limit 
the exercise of independent medical judgment. The measure could restrict a doctor from using certain medical 
procedures and treatments. Further, "the beginning of biological development" cannot be easily and conclusively 
pinpointed. Therefore, the measure may subject doctors and nurses to legal action for providing medical care to a 
woman of child-bearing age if that care could affect a "person" other than the identified patient. 
3) The effects of Amendment 62's change to the constitution are unclear. The measure applies certain rights 
from "the beginning of biological development," a term which is not defined within the measure, has no established 
legal meaning, and is not an accepted medical or scientific term. The legislature and the courts will have to decide 
how a wide variety of laws, including property rights and criminal laws, will apply from "the beginning of biological 
development." 
Estimate of Fiscal Impact 
No immediate impact to state revenue or expenditures is expected because Amendment 62 does not require 
that any specific actions be taken or services provided. If legislation is adopted, or the courts determine that the 
measure requires the state to provide new services, state spending may increase. 
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Amendment 63 proposes amending the Colorado Constitution to: 
�	 add health care choice as a constitutional right; 
�	 prohibit the state from requiring or enforcing any requirement that a person participate in a public or 
private health coverage plan; and 
�	 restrict the state from limiting a person's ability to make or receive direct payments for lawful health care 
services. 
Summary and Analysis 
Amendment 63 adds health care choice as a right listed in the bill of rights in the Colorado Constitution. The 
measure specifies that the right to health care choice limits the ability of state government to either require health 
insurance or any other type of health care coverage, or to restrict direct payments for health care services. 
Health care coverage requirements. Colorado law does not require a person to have any type of health 
care coverage. A person may purchase coverage from a private insurer; participate in an employer-provided 
health plan; choose to enroll in a public program such as Medicaid and Medicare, if eligible; or have no coverage.
If a person does not have health care coverage, or if his or her plan does not cover a specific service, services 
may be paid for out-of-pocket. 
In March 2010, a package of federal health care laws was adopted by the United States Congress and signed 
by the President. Beginning in 2014, most people are required to provide proof of acceptable health care 
coverage to the Internal Revenue Service. Persons without coverage are subject to a federal tax penalty. 
Payments for health care services. Currently, health care services can be paid for by health insurance 
companies, the government, patients, or some combination of these sources. W hen an individual has coverage, a 
third party, such as an insurance company or the government, negotiates with the provider to establish a price for 
health care services. Direct payments refer to when a person pays a provider directly, without seeking approval or 
reimbursement from a third party. No state or federal law prohibits a person from seeking services outside of a 
health care plan and paying a provider directly. 
Effects of Amendment 63. Amendment 63 does not change current health care coverage requirements,
but it places restrictions on what the state may require in the future. For example, the state may offer new health 
coverage plans but, under Amendment 63, could not require a person to join a plan. The measure prohibits the 
state from: requiring a person to obtain health care coverage, regulating direct payments, or penalizing a person 
for either participating or not participating in any particular plan. The measure does not apply to workers' 
compensation insurance or mandatory emergency medical care. 
Amendment 63 also prohibits the state from enforcing health care coverage requirements at the direction of 
the federal government. However, the measure does not impact the federal government's ability to enforce the 
coverage requirements created by federal health care laws. Coloradans are still required to have acceptable 
coverage under federal law beginning in 2014. 
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Arguments For 
1) Making decisions about health care is a basic right. Decisions about how to pay for health care, 
and what health care to pay for, are better left to individuals rather than to the government. Any 
government requirement to have health care coverage interferes with a person's ability to manage his or 
her own health care and spending. Amendment 63 maintains a person's right to choose the most 
appropriate coverage for his or her situation and prevents the state from requiring a person to join any 
specific health care plan. 
2) Amendment 63 protects the ability of each person to determine how to pay for health care 
services, including making direct payments to providers. This measure prevents the state from requiring that only 
the government or health insurance companies control payments and approval for all services. Preserving the 
ability to pay for services directly allows a person to receive care at his or her choosing, even if the government or 
insurance companies place limits on health care services. 
3) This measure is a statement in opposition to government-controlled health care. It reinforces the pending 
lawsuits challenging the federal government over the new health care laws and is in line with the actions of six 
states that have adopted measures similar to Amendment 63. The measure affirms Colorado as a state that 
values freedom of choice in health care services. 
Arguments Against 
1) Amendment 63 limits the state's options to improve access to health care coverage, which could hurt the 
people who need it the most and increase costs for everyone. In Colorado, over 750,000 people, or approximately 
15 percent of the population, do not have health insurance. Expanding health insurance coverage prevents the 
insured population from having to cover the costs of the uninsured, increases access to health care, and 
decreases the rate of medical bankruptcy. Society benefits when more people have health care coverage. 
2) Health care is a vital service and the delivery of these services may be further complicated by the effects of 
the measure. By establishing an undefined right in the constitution, the state will have to spend time and 
resources interpreting the meaning. Current and future health care laws and regulations could also be challenged 
if they conflict with the measure. Ultimately, the courts will interpret what the right to "health care choice" means. 
3) A state constitutional amendment cannot overturn federal law. Amendment 63 may mislead voters into 
thinking they can opt out of federal health care coverage requirements. Regardless of whether this measure 
passes, federal law still requires Coloradans to have coverage beginning in 2014. This measure is primarily a 
statement in opposition to federal health care reform. Further, this measure is unnecessary because people can 
already pay doctors directly for health care services, and no law restricts this practice. 
Estimate of Fiscal Impact 
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Proposition 101
 
Income, Vehicle, and Telecommunication Taxes and Fees
 
Proposition 101 proposes amending the Colorado statutes to: 
�	 reduce the state income tax rate from 4.63 percent to 4.5 percent in 2011, and to 3.5 percent 
gradually over time; 
�	 reduce or eliminate taxes and fees on vehicle purchases, registrations, leases, and rentals over
 
the next four years;
 
�	 eliminate all state and local taxes and fees on telecommunication services, except 911 fees; and 
�	 require voter approval to create or increase fees on vehicles and telecommunication services. 
Summary and Analysis 
Proposition 101 reduces or eliminates various taxes and fees on income, vehicles, and telecommunication 
services. Table 1 shows the annual impact of Proposition 101 on three different households, and Table 2 shows 
the impact on government budgets. 
Some of the reductions in Proposition 101 are phased in over time. The impact will be smaller in the first year 
and will grow in size over the next 15 to 20 years. Estimates of the impact in the first year, as well as the impact 
once the reductions are fully implemented, are based on today's dollars. The fully implemented impacts provide 
the best estimates of the measure's final effects. Although the actual dollar amounts will differ in the future as 
inflation and growth increase the size of the economy, the comparable budget impacts on taxpayers and 
governments are expected to remain consistent over time. 
In the first year, the tax and fee reductions are expected to be $1.4 billion — $744 million in state reductions 
and $629 million in local government reductions. Once fully implemented, the impact is expected to be $2.9 billion 
in today's dollars — $1.9 billion in state reductions and $1.0 billion in local government reductions.
Impact on households and businesses. Table 1 shows the estimated change in tax and fee bills for three 
different households as a result of Proposition 101, in both the first full year the measure is in effect and when the 
measure is fully implemented, in today's dollars. Businesses will also experience reductions in taxes and fees.
Households and businesses will be impacted differently depending on annual income, vehicles owned, vehicles 
purchased, and the amount paid for phone and cable service. Households and businesses will experience 
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Table 1. Annual Change in Representative Households' Tax and Fee Bills
 
Due to Proposition 101, First-Year Impact and When Fully Implementeda
 
(In Today's Dollars) 
Income Taxes 
Vehicle 
Fees & Taxes 
Telecom Fees
& Taxes Total 
Household A Household Description: Annual Income:  $35,000; 
owns a 10-year-old car that had an original retail price of $13,000;  
$60 monthly phone bill. 
First Year -$20 -$72 -$43 -$135    
Fully 
Implemented -$185    -$73 -$43 -$301    
Household B Household Description: Annual Income:  $55,000;  
owns a 5-year-old car that had an original retail price of $17,000 and a 5-year-old car that had 
an original retail price of $23,500;  
$130 monthly combined phone bills. 
First Year -$40 -$180    -$93 -$313    
Fully 
Implemented -$320    -$295    -$93 -$708    
Household C Household Description: Annual Income:  $110,000; 
owns a 2-year-old car that had an original retail price of $37,500 and a 3-year-old car that had 
an original retail price of $26,000; 
$180 monthly combined phone bills. 
First Year -$90 -$327    -$128    -$545    
Fully 
Implemented -$780    -$883    -$128    -$1,791  
* Totals may not sum due to rounding.
a 
This analysis assumes a 7.0 percent combined state and local sales tax rate. Telecommunication tax and fee reductions are fully 
implemented in 2011. Some vehicle tax and fee reductions are fully implemented in 2011 and some are phased in between 2011 and 2014. It 
will take an estimated 15 to 20 years for the income tax rate reductions to be fully implemented. 
Impact on government budgets. Table 2 shows the estimated impact of Proposition 101 on tax and fee 
collections used for local government budgets, the state's general operating budget, and transportation budgets in 
the first year and once it is fully implemented. All of these impacts are shown in today's dollars. More information 
on the impact on each type of budget follows. As a result of the decrease in tax and fee collections, state and 
local governments will have to decrease spending and services, increase fees to pay for services, or some 
combination of both. 
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Table 2. Annual Change in Government Tax and Fee Collections
 
Due to Proposition 101, First-Year Impact
 
and When Fully Implemented
 
(In Today's Dollars)





under Prop 101 Change* 
Vehicle Specific Ownership Taxes 
and Sales Taxes Collected 
by Local Governments 








Sales Taxes, Income Taxes, and 
Telecommunication Fees Collected 
by the State Government 








Vehicle Registration Fees and State 
Rental Fees Collected for State and 
Local Transportation Budgets 
$440 million $50 million 
Fully Implemented 
During First Year 
-$390 million 
Fully Implemented
During First Year 
*Totals may not sum due to rounding.
Impact on local government budgets. Local governments will collect less money from vehicle specific 
ownership taxes and sales taxes. Local governments affected by the measure include school districts, cities, 
counties, and special districts. Some examples of special districts include recreation, fire, water, sewer, and public 
transportation districts. The money collected in taxes and fees pays for different services depending on the local 
government. Most of the money is used for education, public safety, roads, trash service, and parks and 
recreation. State law requires that school districts be reimbursed by the state for most of their loss in tax 
collections. 
Impact on the state government operating budget. The state government will collect less money from 
sales taxes, income taxes, and telecommunication fees. The state spends 96 percent of its general operating 
budget on: preschool through higher education; health care; prisons; the courts; and programs that help 
low-income, elderly, and disabled people. Proposition 101 will reduce the amount of money available to pay for 
the state's general operating budget by an estimated 6 percent in the first year and by an estimated 23 percent 
once fully implemented. 
Current law requires the state to reimburse school districts for most of their loss of vehicle specific ownership 
taxes. This obligation increases the total impact on the state general operating budget during the first year from 
the $450 million shown in Table 2 to $497 million, and when fully implemented, from $1.6 billion to $1.8 billion. 
Impact on state and local government transportation budgets. Proposition 101 reduces funding 
dedicated to transportation budgets. The state constitution requires that vehicle-related fees collected by the state 
be spent on road safety, construction, and maintenance. This money is shared between the state, cities, and 
counties. The state's transportation budget will decrease by an estimated 28 percent from these fee reductions.
The impact on city and county government transportation budgets will vary by government. Because cuts affecting 
transportation budgets are immediate, the full impact shown in Table 2 will occur in 2011. 
State Income Tax 
Households and businesses pay taxes on their income to both the state and federal governments. The state's 
income tax rate is a flat 4.63 percent and is the same for all income levels and for both households and 
businesses. The state income tax is the largest source of money the state receives to pay for its main programs. 
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Proposition 101 gradually lowers the state income tax rate from 4.63 percent to 3.5 percent over time.
The rate is first lowered to 4.5 percent starting in 2011. This will reduce income tax collections to the state by an 
estimated $145 million, or 3 percent. The tax bill for a household with an annual income of $55,000 will be 
reduced by $40 in 2011. In the future, the rate is reduced by 0.1 percentage point each year in which state income 
tax collections grow by more than 6 percent. For example, if tax collections increase fast enough, the income tax 
rate will decrease from 4.5 percent to 4.4 percent in 2012. This will occur until the income tax rate decreases to 
3.5 percent. 
W hen the tax rate is fully reduced, income tax collections to the state will be an estimated 26 percent less, or 
$1.3 billion in today's dollars lower than what they would have been without Proposition 101. The tax bill for a 
household with an annual income of $55,000 will be reduced by $320 when the cut is fully phased in. Because 
income tax collections historically have not grown by more than 6 percent every year, it will likely take 15 to 20 
years for the tax rate to decline to 3.5 percent. 
Vehicle Fees and Taxes 
Proposition 101 reduces several types of vehicle fees and taxes as shown in Table 3. The amounts in the 
table show the impact when the reductions are fully implemented — sales tax reductions on vehicle purchases and 
specific ownership tax reductions are phased in over a four-year period, while all other vehicle fee and tax 
changes occur in 2011. The total amount of the reduction in vehicle fees and taxes, when fully implemented, is 
estimated at $1.3 billion in today's dollars.
Table 3. Vehicle Fees and Taxes Under Current Law 
and Proposition 101, When Fully Implemented
(In Today's Dollars) 
Average Payment 
State & Local 
Govt. 
Current Prop. 101 





Four-year Phase in 
























Specific Ownership Tax 
Four-year Phase in 









total for all school 
districts
c 








during lease term) 



























total for all school 
districts
c 
and local governments 
Note: Table continued on next page 
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Table 3. Vehicle Fees and Taxes Under Current Law 
and Proposition 101, When Fully Implemented
(In Today's Dollars) (Cont.) 
Average Payment 
State & Local 
Govt. 
Current Prop. 101 








per rental day 
$0 -$80 million 
total for state
and local 




per rental day 




This analysis assumes a 7.0 percent sales tax rate. For vehicle owners and lessees, it assumes a $30,000 car is purchased or leased for
36 months. For vehicle renters, the analysis assumes a vehicle is rented for $35 a day.
b
Currently, the average registration and license fees are lower than the average payment shown in the table, but are estimated to increase to 
the amounts shown over the next year. The collections numbers represent registration and license fee impacts assuming what the fees will be 
when they are increased.
c
Current law requires the state to reimburse school districts for most of their loss of specific ownership taxes. 
Vehicle owners. Upon purchase, vehicle buyers are required to pay sales tax. In addition, each year vehicle 
owners must register their vehicle(s) with the state and pay registration fees and a specific ownership tax.
Proposition 101 reduces all three taxes and fees. 
Vehicle sales tax. Sales taxes are paid on the purchase of a new or used vehicle. The tax is applied to the 
price of the vehicle, including any manufacturer's rebate. The total tax rate is a 2.9 percent state rate plus any 
applicable local government sales tax rates. Because different local governments have different tax rates, the 
sales tax a buyer pays differs depending on where the buyer lives. The average combined sales tax rate is close 
to 7 percent. 
Proposition 101 reduces the sales taxes due on vehicle purchases by exempting the first $10,000 of the 
vehicle's price and any manufacturer's rebate from the sales tax. The $10,000 exemption is phased in over a 
four-year period beginning in 2011. W hen fully implemented, vehicles worth $10,000 or less will not have a sales 
tax bill. Vehicles with greater values will receive a $10,000 exemption. For example, a vehicle purchased for 
$18,000 will be taxed only on $8,000 of the value. This sales tax cut will reduce local government tax collections 
by an estimated $195 million, or 6 percent, and state government tax collections by an estimated $140 million, or 
7 percent. 
Vehicle registration and licensing fees. Vehicle owners pay registration fees each year. Most fees vary 
according to vehicle weight, age, and value. W hile most of the money pays for roads and bridges, some pays for 
services like emergency medical services, vehicle emissions reduction programs, the Colorado State Patrol, and 
snow plowing. 
Beginning in 2011, Proposition 101 combines all registration, licensing, and titling fees into a single $10 annual 
fee, with the exception of vehicle inspection and new license plate fees. As shown in Table 3, the average 
registration and licensing fee for vehicle owners would fall from $81 to $10 and the amount collected by state and 
local governments would decrease by about $300 million, or 88 percent. 
Vehicle specific ownership tax. Vehicle owners also pay a specific ownership tax each year when registering 
a vehicle. The specific ownership tax is a property tax on a vehicle. The tax ranges from 0.45 percent to 
2.10 percent of the vehicle's taxable value, based on the vehicle's original recommended retail price. As a vehicle 
ages, the tax rate is reduced. The minimum specific ownership tax is either $3 or $5 per vehicle, depending on the 
type of vehicle. Counties collect specific ownership taxes and distribute them to schools, cities, counties, and 
special districts within their boundaries. 
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Proposition 101 phases in a cut to specific ownership taxes over four years, beginning in 2011. It also 
requires permission from voters to create or increase future registration and licensing fees. Table 3 shows the 
change in vehicle owners' bills and state and local government collections. 
Vehicle lessees. Like vehicle owners, persons who lease vehicles must pay sales taxes, registration fees, 
and specific ownership taxes each year. Proposition 101 reduces or ends all three taxes and fees for vehicle 
leases.
Vehicle sales tax and specific ownership tax. Proposition 101 eliminates sales taxes and annual specific 
ownership taxes on leased vehicles beginning in 2011. This will reduce state and local sales tax collections by an 
estimated $65 million per year, or 1 percent. It will also eliminate all specific ownership taxes collected by local 
governments on leased vehicles. 
Vehicle registration and licensing fees. Leased vehicles are also required to be registered with the state and 
lessees must pay annual registration fees. Beginning in 2011, Proposition 101 eliminates all registration fees and 
imposes a single $10 fee per vehicle, resulting in a reduction of $71 for vehicle lessees. The measure reduces 
state and local collections by approximately $75 million per year. 
Vehicle renters. The state charges a fee of $2 per day for car rentals. The money is shared by the state, 
cities, and counties to build, repair, and maintain roads and bridges. Sales tax is also applied, with revenue going 
to the state and local governments. Proposition 101 eliminates the fee and all sales taxes beginning in 2011. As a 
result, state and local transportation budgets will have an estimated $19 million less per year in fee collections and 
$80 million less in sales tax collections. 
Other vehicle fees. The state also charges use and permitting fees for large and overweight vehicles that 
use Colorado roads. A passenger mile tax is also charged for passenger bus or shuttle businesses.
Proposition 101 eliminates these fees beginning in 2011, resulting in $56 million less in state funds, reducing 
charges to trucking and carrier companies by a like amount. 
Telecommunication Fees and Taxes 
Proposition 101 eliminates state and local sales tax and other fees on customer bills for any kind of 
telecommunications service, except for existing 911 fees. The measure lists the following as telecommunication 
services, even though some of them are not currently taxed: phone, pager, cable, television, radio, Internet, 
computer, and satellite services. Currently, the state and some local governments charge sales tax on a portion of 
the cost of phone and pager services, and some local governments charge sales tax on cable services. State fees 
that are eliminated include fees that help telephone companies provide access to phone service in rural areas of 
the state, to the blind, deaf, or speech impaired, and to low-income people. How the elimination of these 
telephone fees will affect these services is unclear and would likely be determined by the state legislature.
However, telephone services for the deaf or speech impaired are required by federal law. Thus, its likely that 
another funding source will have to be found to continue to provide these services. Local governments may have 
other fees, such as television franchise fees, that may be eliminated. 
Proposition 101 freezes 911 fees at their 2009 level. These fees differ from county to county and ranged from 
43 cents to $1.25 per month in 2009. The 911 fees are charged by local governments to help pay for 911 
emergency services. 
The reduction in a household or business's telecommunications bill depends on how much it spends on 
taxable phone and cable. Tax and fee collections by local governments would be reduced by at least $194 million 
each year. Tax and fee collections to the state government would be reduced by an estimated $183 million each 
year. 
New voter approval requirements. Proposition 101 redefines all telecommunication fees and most vehicle 
fees as taxes. Because the state constitution requires a vote to increase taxes but not to increase fees, 
governments will need to ask voters for permission to create new or increase existing vehicle or 
telecommunication charges in the future. Proposition 101 excludes vehicle-related fines, parking fees, tolls, 
vehicle impound fees, vehicle identification and emission inspection fees, and new license plate fees from this 
requirement. 
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How does Proposition 101 interact with two other measures on the ballot? Proposition 101 
along with Amendment 60 (see page 5) and Amendment 61 (see page 10) contain provisions that affect 
state and local government finances by decreasing taxes paid by households and businesses and 
restricting government borrowing. How these measures work together may require clarification from the 
state legislature or the courts.
Proposition 101 reduces state and local government taxes and fees. Amendment 60 reduces local 
property taxes, while requiring state expenditures for K-12 education to increase by an amount that offsets 
the property tax loss for school districts. Amendment 61 requires state and local governments to 
decrease tax rates when debt is repaid, which is assumed in this analysis to apply to the existing debt of 









Since portions of these measures are phased in over time, the actual impacts to taxpayers and governments 
will be less in the initial years of implementation and grow over time. Assuming that all three measures are 
approved by voters, the first-year impact will be to reduce state taxes and fees by $744 million and increase state 
spending for K-12 education by $385 million. Once fully implemented, the measures are estimated to reduce state 
taxes and fees by $2.1 billion and increase state spending for K-12 education by $1.6 billion in today's dollars.
This would commit almost all of the state's general operating budget to paying for the constitutional and statutory 
requirements of K-12 education, leaving little for other government services. In addition, the prohibition on 
borrowing will increase budget pressures for the state if it chooses to pay for capital projects from its general 
operating budget. This would further reduce the amount of money available for other government services. 
Tax and fee collections for local governments are expected to fall by at least $966 million in the first year of 
implementation and by $3.4 billion when the measures are fully implemented. However, after the state reimburses 
school districts, the net impact on local government budgets would be at least $581 million in the first year and 
$1.8 billion when fully implemented.
Total taxes and fees paid by households and businesses are estimated to decrease by $1.7 billion in the first 
year and $5.5 billion per year in today's dollars when the measures are fully implemented. The measures reduce 
the taxes and fees owed by an average household making $55,000 per year that owns a $295,000 house by an 
estimated $400 in the first year and $1,360 per year when fully implemented. 
Arguments For 
1) Allowing citizens and businesses to keep more of their own money helps the economy. A family with a 
yearly income of $55,000 could have their taxes and fees cut by $313 in the first year of Proposition 101 and $708 
per year when it is fully implemented. Businesses will also benefit from the cut in taxes and fees, allowing them to 
invest in their companies and create new jobs. In addition, people who buy or lease cars will save even more from 
lower sales taxes. Reducing taxes and fees helps businesses and lower- and middle-income families who are 
struggling in this difficult economy. Consumer spending and business investment tend to increase when the tax 
burden is lower. 
2) Proposition 101 will require state and local governments to eliminate unnecessary spending. Governments 
will look more closely at how they spend money, ensuring that taxpayer dollars are used in the best and most 
efficient way. State and local governments already spend about $40 billion a year, which amounts to an average 
of $20,000 per household in the state. The amount of spending by governments in the state has increased by 
about 14 percent since 1990, even after accounting for inflation and population growth. Even with
Proposition 101's reductions in tax and fee collections, revenue to governments will continue to grow, although at a 
slower rate. Governments can prioritize and fund the most important services with less money by making better 
choices about how they spend taxpayer money. 
3) Proposition 101 gives people a voice in decisions about fees on phones and vehicles. Rather than asking 
voters for more money for transportation projects, the state recently increased vehicle registration fees by about 
$220 million, an average of approximately $44 per car. The state did this even though registration fees exceed 
what it costs the government to process vehicle registrations. Proposition 101 will require governments to seek 
voter approval for more money rather than adding more fees. Further, some telecommunication fees raise the cost 
of basic services for everyone but help only a small part of the state's population. Proposition 101 simplifies and 
Proposition 101: Income, Vehicle, and Telecommunication Taxes and Fees.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27 
                   
          
 
               
                   
                  
                
                  
                  
                    
                 
                 
                  
        
                  
                
                  
                
                 
                 
               
  
                  
                   
                 
                   
                   
           
   
                
                     
                 
               
          
                
              
                     
                     
                 
                   
           
                  
                    
                
               
                 
                
                  
                    
         
eliminates these fees — lowering all vehicle registration fees to a flat $10 per year and ending state and local 
taxes and fees, except 911 fees, on phone and cable bills. 
Arguments Against 
1) Colorado's economic success depends on services that governments provide, such as education and a 
safe transportation system. Proposition 101 will force cuts to these services that people rely on for a high quality 
of life and that businesses need to succeed. Services that have already been reduced because of the economic 
downturn, such as schools, colleges, prisons, firefighters and police, and water and sewer systems, will be cut 
further. These cuts could further weaken the already slow economy, reduce jobs, and, over time, hurt the quality 
of the state's workforce. Rural economies may also be affected because fees that help provide phone and Internet 
service for rural areas will be eliminated. The state's operating budget is estimated to be cut by $1.6 billion, or 
about 23 percent, when the measure is fully implemented, an amount greater than what the state currently spends 
on prisons, courts, and the Colorado State Patrol combined. Further, local governments will have about $1 billion 
less. State government spending as a percentage of the economy is already third lowest among all states and 
combined state and local government spending is eighth lowest. 
2) Proposition 101 will hurt the ability of the state and local communities to maintain already inadequate roads 
and bridges and provide public transportation. Studies show that Colorado needs more than twice as much 
money each year than it currently spends just to maintain existing roads and bridges. Proposition 101 would cut 
state transportation funding by an estimated 28 percent. In 2009 alone, the state and local governments 
maintained more than 193,000 lane miles of roadway and 8,000 bridges. The state also snow-plowed and sanded 
5.6 million miles of highway, repaired 77,000 street signs, and monitored 278 avalanche paths. Public health and 
safety may also be affected due to fewer resources for emergency medical services, vehicle emission programs, 
and road maintenance. 
3) Cuts to government services may result in hardship for families who have to pay for services that 
governments will no longer be able to afford. For example, tuition will likely increase, putting college out of reach 
for many households. Higher-income people, who are better able to absorb these cost increases, will benefit the 
most from the reduced taxes and fees in Proposition 101. Low- and middle-income people will be less able to 
absorb the costs. Proposition 101 also eliminates fees that pay for services to help those with lower incomes and 
people who are deaf, speech impaired, or blind communicate within society.
Estimate of Fiscal Impact 
State revenue. Proposition 101 contains several provisions that decrease revenue to the state government.
Because some of the reductions are phased in over time, the reduction in revenue will be lower at first. The
first-year reduction is estimated to be $744 million, which includes $295 million less in vehicle fees that are 
constitutionally required to be used for transportation-related spending. W hen fully implemented, state tax and fee 
collections would decrease by an estimated $1.9 billion in today's dollars. 
State spending. The state will have less money available for spending on its operating programs and 
transportation budget. Though the reductions to the transportation budget will be immediate, the reductions to 
operating programs will occur over time as the cuts to the income and sales tax are phased in. The state will have 
$450 million, or 6 percent, less in the first year to spend on operating programs. Further, the state will have about 
$295 million, or 28 percent, less to spend on transportation. W hen fully implemented, the state would have 
$1.6 billion, or 23 percent, less in today's dollars to spend on operating programs. The impact on the state's 
operating programs depends on the future budgeting decisions of the state legislature. 
Proposition 101 will also create some additional costs for the state. Current law requires the state to replace 
most of the loss of vehicle specific ownership taxes for school districts. This will cause the state to spend an 
additional $48 million in the first year and $121 million annually when the measure is fully implemented. 
Also, Proposition 101 increases state administrative costs by up to about $460,000 in budget year 2010-11, 
$165,000 in budget year 2011-12, and $34,000 in the following two budget years to implement the reductions in 
taxes, fees, and charges, and to audit compliance with the measure's provisions. The state's administrative costs 
will decrease in subsequent years as the tax and fee reductions are fully implemented. It is estimated that the 
measure will require the addition of up to 3.7 new staff in budget year 2010-11, 1.9 new staff in budget year 
28. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Proposition 101: Income, Vehicle, and Telecommunication Taxes and Fees
 
                 
                 
        
                
                  
                 
              
                
                  
                 
                 
              
        
                
                  
                      
               
                      
                 
                 
         
2011-12, and 0.3 new staff in the following two budget years to administer the measure's provisions. The 
state administrative costs and new staff needed could be less in the first two budget years depending on 
how the state legislature decides to implement the measure. 
Local revenue and spending. Because reductions in the local sales tax on vehicles are phased in 
over four years, revenue decreases in the first few years will be lower than when the measure is fully 
implemented. Local government revenue is estimated to be reduced by $629 million in the first year, with 
$99 million of this amount for transportation projects. W hen fully implemented, local government revenue 
would decrease by an estimated $1.0 billion in today's dollars. However, since current law requires the 
state to replace most of the loss of vehicle specific ownership taxes for school districts, the net impact on 









The extent to which each local government program will be affected will vary depending on what services the 
government provides and its budget decisions. Local governments may also have increased administrative costs 
to comply with the auditing requirements of Proposition 101. 
Impact on taxpayers. Proposition 101 will reduce households' and businesses' tax and fee bills by different 
amounts depending on their income, the number and type of vehicles they have, the costs of their phone and 
cable bills, and whether they purchase, rent, or lease vehicles in a given year. In the first year, before all the tax 
and fee reductions are fully implemented, an average household with an annual income of $55,000 would 
experience a reduction in their tax and fee bill of about $313. W hen fully implemented, the total tax and fee bill for 
this household would be reduced by about $708 annually in today's dollars. There would be additional reductions 
if the household purchases, rents, or leases a vehicle. Businesses will also experience reductions in taxes and 
fees. 
Proposition 101: Income, Vehicle, and Telecommunication Taxes and Fees.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29 
 
      
       
                
                
  
                  
                      
              
                   
              
                    
                    
                   
                      
                  
                       
                   
                    
                   
              
                      
                  
                 
 
              
                  
                  
                
               
                     
             
            
                
                 
 
                
                  
                     
                  
                         
                  
           
         
Proposition 102
 
Criteria for Release to Pretrial Services Programs
 
Proposition 102 proposes amending the Colorado statutes to: 
� prohibit the release of a defendant on an unsecured bond to supervision by a pretrial services program 
unless that defendant is arrested for his or her first offense that is also a nonviolent misdemeanor. 
Summary and Analysis 
In the United States, an individual accused of a crime is innocent until proven guilty. Most defendants have 
the right to be released on bail that is not excessive rather than remaining in jail pending the outcome of a trial.
However, some serious crimes are not bailable offenses under Colorado law, including murder, kidnapping, and 
treason. In addition, persons arrested for a violent crime who have been previously convicted of a violent crime, or 
who are out on bail for a violent offense, are also not eligible for bail. 
Definition of bail and bond. After an individual is arrested, the court sets the amount of bail, the type of 
bond, and any other conditions of release. The primary purpose of bail is to ensure that the defendant appears for 
trial. A bond is an agreement between the defendant and the court under which the defendant agrees to comply 
with all of the conditions of release and to pay the bail amount if he or she does not appear in court.
The court may order one of two types of bonds, unsecured or secured. W ith an unsecured bond, the 
defendant is released on his or her promise to appear, but is required to pay the bail amount if he or she does not 
appear in court. W ith a secured bond, the defendant either pays, or promises to pay through a commercial bail 
bondsman, an amount of money or interest in property before he or she may be released from jail pending trial.
Although there are judicial district guidelines for setting bail, the court has the discretion to set the amount of bail 
and type of bond on a case-by-case basis after considering criteria set forth in law. 
If the defendant cannot afford to pay the bail amount, he or she can pay a fee to get a bond through a 
commercial bail bondsman, secure a bond using real estate, or remain in jail. In addition to financial conditions, 
the court may order any number of other conditions of release, which could include supervision by a pretrial 
services program. 
Pretrial services programs. Under current Colorado law, most defendants qualify for release to supervision 
by a pretrial services program on either a secured or unsecured bond. There are ten pretrial services programs 
that are publicly funded and serve over 70 percent of the state's population. The programs are located primarily 
along the Front Range, with the exceptions of W eld, Pueblo, and Mesa counties. Pretrial services programs 
provide two primary functions. First, they assess defendants and provide information and recommendations to the 
court regarding the defendant's risk to public safety and the likelihood that he or she will appear in court. The court 
uses this information in setting the defendant's amount of bail and type of bond. 
Second, pretrial services programs provide community-based supervision to monitor defendants prior to trial 
through various methods, such as periodic visits with the defendant, drug testing, and substance abuse treatment.
Failure to comply with the pretrial services conditions may result in the defendant being returned to jail while 
awaiting trial. 
Proposition 102. Currently, the court may release the defendant to supervision by a pretrial services program 
on an unsecured or secured bond. Under Proposition 102, the defendant may only be released to a pretrial 
services program on an unsecured bond if the offense for which he or she has been charged is his or her first 
offense and is also a nonviolent misdemeanor. A misdemeanor is a crime, less serious than a felony, punishable 
by a fine and a term of imprisonment in a city or county jail as opposed to a state prison. In all other cases where 
the defendant receives pretrial services, the court must order a secured bond. This measure does not prohibit the 
court from releasing the defendant on an unsecured bond without pretrial services. 
30. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Proposition 102: Criteria for Release to Pretrial Services Programs
 
 
                   
               
                  
                
                   
       
 
                
                 
                
                 
                
               
                   
   
                  
                    
                   
                  
                   
                 
                 
                     
                  
                 
         
Argument For 
1) Guaranteeing that all criminal defendants are tried in a court of law is a fundamental part of our 
justice system. Requiring a secured bond from individuals accused of crimes provides an added incentive 
for them to appear in court, where victims have the opportunity to confront the accused. Taxpayer money is 
invested in pretrial services programs to ensure that defendants face trial. Therefore, it is appropriate to 
expect the defendant's own money to be invested in his or her promise to appear, especially when he or she 
is charged with a violent or sexual crime. 
Argument Against 
1) Proposition 102 is unnecessary because pretrial services programs have proven to be an effective method 
of supervising defendants and ensuring that they appear for trial. The measure also unfairly burdens the poor 
because it will likely result in poorer defendants being jailed while awaiting trial and wealthier defendants being 
released, even if the defendants have been charged with the same type of crime. Currently, pretrial services 
programs address this inequity by providing conditions of release that may be met regardless of the financial 
circumstances of the defendants. Under Proposition 102, defendants who would be released to pretrial services 
programs but who cannot afford a secured bond will remain in jail awaiting trial at a greater cost to taxpayers. 
Estimate of Fiscal Impact 
The measure will increase the time spent in jail for defendants who need to obtain financing for a secured 
bond or for those defendants who cannot obtain financing and must remain in jail until trial. Based on the state 
reimbursement rate for local jails of $50.44 per person per day, it is estimated that the measure will increase the 
annual statewide cost for local jails by about $2.8 million beginning in budget year 2010-11. There are two driving 
forces for this increase. National data indicates that it takes about eight days for defendants with a secured bond 
to obtain financing for release as opposed to those who are released immediately on an unsecured bond.
Additionally, about 30 percent of defendants with a secured bond never obtain the financing to secure release.
This increase in demand for local jails could result in a need for building additional jail beds in the future. The 
measure may decrease the need for or the use of pretrial services programs, and the money that was previously 
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TITLES AND TEXT 
Amendment P
 




Ballot Title: Shall there be an amendment to section 2 of article XVIII of the constitution of the state of Colorado, 
concerning the regulation of games of chance by an authority specified by the general assembly? 
Text of Measure: 
Be It Resolved by the House of Representatives of the Sixty-seventh General Assembly of the State of Colorado, the 
Senate concurring herein: 
SECTION 1. At the next election at which such question may be submitted, there shall be submitted 
to the registered electors of the state of Colorado, for their approval or rejection, the following amendment 
to the constitution of the state of Colorado, to wit: 
Section 2 (2), (3), and (6) of article XVIII of the constitution of the state of Colorado are amended to 
read: 
Section 2. Lotteries prohibited - exceptions. (2) No game of chance pursuant to this subsection 
(2) and subsections (3) and (4) of this section shall be conducted by any person, firm, or organization, unless 
a license as provided for in this subsection (2) has been issued to the firm or organization conducting such 
games of chance. The secretary of state LICENSING AUTHORITY DESIGNATED IN ACCORDANCE W ITH SUBSECTION 
(6) OF THIS SECTION shall, upon application therefor on such forms as shall be prescribed by the secretary of 
state LICENSING AUTHORITY and upon the payment of an annual fee as determined by the general assembly, 
issue a license for the conducting of such games of chance to any bona fide chartered branch or lodge or 
chapter of a national or state organization or to any bona fide religious, charitable, labor, fraternal, 
educational, voluntary firemen's or veterans' organization which THAT operates without profit to its members. 
and which has THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY MAY PROVIDE BY LAW A MINIMUM PERIOD OF TIME FOR W HICH A 
CORPORATION OR ORGANIZATION SHALL HAVE EXISTED CONTINUOUSLY AND HAD A DUES-PAYING MEMBERSHIP IN ORDER TO 
QUALIFY FOR A LICENSE. THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY MAY ALSO PROVIDE BY LAW FOR THE PERIOD OF TIME DURING W HICH A 
LICENSE SHALL BE IN EFFECT. UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY PROVIDES SUCH MINIMUM PERIODS OF TIME, IN 
ORDER TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR LICENSURE, A CORPORATION OR ORGANIZATION SHALL HAVE been in existence continuously for 
a period of five years immediately prior to the making of said application for such license and has SHALL HAVE had 
during the entire five-year period a dues-paying membership engaged in carrying out the objects of said corporation 














(3) The license issued by the secretary of state LICENSING AUTHORITY shall authorize and permit the licensee to 
conduct games of chance, restricted to the selling of rights to participate and the awarding of prizes in the specific kind 
of game of chance commonly known as bingo or lotto, in which prizes are awarded on the basis of designated numbers 
or symbols on a card conforming to numbers or symbols selected at random and in the specific game of chance 
commonly known as raffles, conducted by the drawing of prizes or by the allotment of prizes by chance. 
(6) The ALL LICENSING UNDER, AND enforcement of, this section shall be under such official or department of 
government of the state of Colorado as the general assembly shall provide. UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
SO PROVIDES, SAID AUTHORITY SHALL BE VESTED IN THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE. 
SECTION 2. Each elector voting at said election and desirous of voting for or against said amendment shall cast 
a vote as provided by law either "Yes" or "No" on the proposition: "SHALL THERE BE AN AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2 OF 
ARTICLE XVIII OF THE CONSTITUTION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO, CONCERNING THE REGULATION OF GAMES OF CHANCE BY 
AN AUTHORITY SPECIFIED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY?" 
SECTION 3.  The votes cast for the adoption or rejection of said amendment shall be canvassed and the result 
determined in the manner provided by law for the canvassing of votes for representatives in Congress, and if a majority 
of the electors voting on the question shall have voted "Yes", the said amendment shall become a part of the state 
constitution. 
Amendment P: Regulation of Games of Chance. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33
 
 
       
 
                    
                
                   
                
                
  
                 
   
                   
                 
      
                
                    
    
                     
                   
   
                
               
                 
               
                
      
                
                
                 
  
          
      
              
                
 
                
  
                   
                      
                
               
   
              
              
         
                   
          
Amendment Q
 




Ballot Title: Shall there be an amendment to section 3 of article VIII of the constitution of the state of Colorado, 
concerning a process for temporarily moving the seat of government in a disaster emergency that substantially affects 
the ability of the state government to operate in the city and county of Denver, and, in connection therewith, requiring 
the general assembly to convene in a temporary meeting location designated by the governor and authorizing the 
general assembly to determine by law a temporary location for the seat of government of the state? 
Text of Measure: 
Be It Resolved by the House of Representatives of the Sixty-seventh General Assembly of the State of Colorado, 
the Senate concurring herein: 
SECTION 1. At the next election at which such question may be submitted, there shall be submitted to the 
registered electors of the state of Colorado, for their approval or rejection, the following amendment to the constitution 
of the state of Colorado, to wit: 
Section 3 of article VIII of the constitution of the state of Colorado is amended to read: 
Section 3. Seat of government - how changed - definitions. (1) W hen the seat of government shall have 
been located IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER as herein provided IN SECTION 2 OF THIS ARTICLE, the location thereof 
shall not thereafter be changed, except by a vote of two-thirds of all the qualified electors of the state voting on that 
question, at a general election, at which the question of location of the seat of government shall have been submitted 
by the general assembly. 
(2) NOTW ITHSTANDING THE PROVISIONS OF SUBSECTION (1) OF THIS SECTION, IF THE GOVERNOR DETERMINES THAT A 
DISASTER EMERGENCY EXISTS THAT SUBSTANTIALLY AFFECTS THE ABILITY OF THE STATE GOVERNMENT TO OPERATE IN THE 
CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER, THE GOVERNOR MAY ISSUE AN EXECUTIVE ORDER DECLARING A DISASTER EMERGENCY. AFTER 
DECLARING THE DISASTER EMERGENCY AND AFTER CONSULTING W ITH THE CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE SUPREME COURT, THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE, AND THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, THE GOVERNOR MAY DESIGNATE A 
TEMPORARY MEETING LOCATION FOR THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY. 
(3) AFTER THE DECLARATION OF A DISASTER EMERGENCY BY THE GOVERNOR, THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY SHALL CONVENE 
AT THE TEMPORARY MEETING LOCATION, W HETHER DURING REGULAR SESSION OR IN A SPECIAL SESSION CONVENED BY THE 
GOVERNOR OR BY W RITTEN REQUEST BY TW O-THIRDS OF THE MEMBERS OF EACH HOUSE. THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY, ACTING 
BY BILL, MAY THEN DESIGNATE A TEMPORARY LOCATION FOR THE SEAT OF GOVERNMENT. THE BILL SHALL CONTAIN A DATE ON 
W HICH THE TEMPORARY LOCATION OF THE SEAT OF GOVERNMENT SHALL EXPIRE. 
(4) AS USED IN THIS SECTION: 
(a) "DISASTER EMERGENCY" MEANS THE OCCURRENCE OR IMMINENT THREAT OF W IDESPREAD OR SEVERE DAMAGE, 
INJURY, ILLNESS, OR LOSS OF LIFE OR PROPERTY RESULTING FROM AN EPIDEMIC OR A NATURAL, MAN-MADE, OR 
TECHNOLOGICAL CAUSE. 
(b) "SEAT OF GOVERNMENT" MEANS THE LOCATION OF THE LEGISLATIVE, EXECUTIVE, AND JUDICIAL BRANCHES OF THE 
STATE OF COLORADO. 
SECTION 2. Each elector voting at said election and desirous of voting for or against said amendment shall cast 
a vote as provided by law either "Yes" or "No" on the proposition: "SHALL THERE BE AN AMENDMENT TO SECTION 3 OF 
ARTICLE VIII OF THE CONSTITUTION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO, CONCERNING A PROCESS FOR TEMPORARILY MOVING THE 
SEAT OF GOVERNMENT IN A DISASTER EMERGENCY THAT SUBSTANTIALLY AFFECTS THE ABILITY OF THE STATE GOVERNMENT 
TO OPERATE IN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER, AND, IN CONNECTION THEREW ITH, REQUIRING THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY TO 
CONVENE IN A TEMPORARY MEETING LOCATION DESIGNATED BY THE GOVERNOR AND AUTHORIZING THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
TO DETERMINE BY LAW A TEMPORARY LOCATION FOR THE SEAT OF GOVERNMENT OF THE STATE?" 
SECTION 3.  The votes cast for the adoption or rejection of said amendment shall be canvassed and the result 
determined in the manner provided by law for the canvassing of votes for representatives in Congress, and if a majority 
34. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Amendment Q: Temporary Location for the State Seat of Government
 
                    
 
     
 
                
                  
               
  
                 
   
                 
                
         
                  
      
                  
 
                 
             
              
               
              
                     
               
                    
               
                     
                     
                  
          
                
                   
                  
                     
              
               
                    
              
     
                 
                  
           
                 
                  
                 
                     
              
                 
 
 
        








Ballot Title: Shall there be an amendment to section 3 (1) (b) of article X of the constitution of the state of Colorado, 
concerning an exemption from property taxation for a possessory interest in real property if the actual value of the 
interest is less than or equal to six thousand dollars or such amount adjusted for inflation? 
Text of Measure: 
Be It Resolved by the House of Representatives of the Sixty-seventh General Assembly of the State of Colorado, 
the Senate concurring herein: 
SECTION 1. At the next election at which such question may be submitted, there shall be submitted 
to the registered electors of the state of Colorado, for their approval or rejection, the following amendment 
to the constitution of the state of Colorado, to wit: 
Section 3 (1) (b) of article X of the constitution of the state of Colorado is amended to read: 
Section 3. Uniform taxation - exemptions.  (1) (b) (I)  Residential real property, which shall include 
all residential dwelling units and the land, as defined by law, on which such units are located, and mobile 
home parks, but shall not include hotels and motels, shall be valued for assessment at twenty-one percent 
of its actual value. For the property tax year commencing January 1, 1985, the general assembly shall 
determine the percentage of the aggregate statewide valuation for assessment which is attributable to 
residential real property. For each subsequent year, the general assembly shall again determine the 
percentage of the aggregate statewide valuation for assessment which is attributable to each class of taxable 
property, after adding in the increased valuation for assessment attributable to new construction and to 
increased volume of mineral and oil and gas production. For each year in which there is a change in the level 
of value used in determining actual value, the general assembly shall adjust the ratio of valuation for assessment for 
residential real property which is set forth in this paragraph (b) as is necessary to insure that the percentage of the 
aggregate statewide valuation for assessment which is attributable to residential real property shall remain the same 
as it was in the year immediately preceding the year in which such change occurs. Such adjusted ratio shall be the 
ratio of valuation for assessment for residential real property for those years for which such new level of value is used.
In determining the adjustment to be made in the ratio of valuation for assessment for residential real property, the 
aggregate statewide valuation for assessment that is attributable to residential real property shall be calculated as if 
the full actual value of all owner-occupied primary residences that are partially exempt from taxation pursuant to 
section 3.5 of this article was subject to taxation. All other taxable property shall be valued for assessment at 
twenty-nine percent of its actual value. However, the valuation for assessment for producing mines, as defined by law, 
and lands or leaseholds producing oil or gas, as defined by law, shall be a portion of the actual annual or actual 
average annual production therefrom, based upon the value of the unprocessed material, according to procedures 
prescribed by law for different types of minerals. Non-producing unpatented mining claims, which are possessory 
interests in real property by virtue of leases from the United States of America, shall be exempt from property taxation.
OTHER POSSESSORY INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY SHALL BE EXEMPT FROM PROPERTY TAXATION AS SPECIFIED IN 














(II) (A) FOR THE PROPERTY TAX YEAR COMMENCING ON JANUARY 1, 2012, A POSSESSORY INTEREST IN REAL PROPERTY 
SHALL BE EXEMPT FROM THE LEVY AND COLLECTION OF PROPERTY TAX IF THE ACTUAL VALUE OF SUCH POSSESSORY INTEREST 
IN REAL PROPERTY IS LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO SIX THOUSAND DOLLARS. 
(B) FOR PROPERTY TAX YEARS COMMENCING ON OR AFTER JANUARY 1, 2013, A POSSESSORY INTEREST IN REAL 
PROPERTY SHALL BE EXEMPT FROM THE LEVY AND COLLECTION OF PROPERTY TAX IF THE ACTUAL VALUE OF SUCH POSSESSORY 
INTEREST IN REAL PROPERTY IS LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO SIX THOUSAND DOLLARS ADJUSTED BIENNIALLY TO ACCOUNT FOR 
INFLATION AS DEFINED IN SECTION 20 (2) (f) OF ARTICLE X OF THIS CONSTITUTION. ON OR BEFORE NOVEMBER 1, 2012, AND 
ON OR BEFORE NOVEMBER 1 OF EACH EVEN-NUMBERED YEAR THEREAFTER, THE PROPERTY TAX ADMINISTRATOR SHALL 
CALCULATE THE AMOUNT OF THE EXEMPTION FOR THE NEXT TW O-YEAR CYCLE USING INFLATION FOR THE PRIOR TW O CALENDAR 
Amendment R: Exempt Possessory Interests in Real Property. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35 
                  
              
           
                   
                      
                 
                    
       
         
                   
                    
        
YEARS AS OF THE DATE OF THE CALCULATION. THE ADJUSTED EXEMPTION SHALL BE ROUNDED UPW ARD TO THE NEAREST 
ONE-HUNDRED-DOLLAR INCREMENT. THE ADMINISTRATOR SHALL CERTIFY THE AMOUNT OF THE EXEMPTION FOR THE NEXT 
TW O-YEAR CYCLE AND PUBLISH THE AMOUNT IN A MANNER PROVIDED BY LAW . 
SECTION 2. Each elector voting at said election and desirous of voting for or against said amendment shall cast 
a vote as provided by law either "Yes" or "No" on the proposition: "SHALL THERE BE AN AMENDMENT TO SECTION 3 (1) 
(b) OF ARTICLE X OF THE CONSTITUTION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO, CONCERNING AN EXEMPTION FROM PROPERTY TAXATION 
FOR A POSSESSORY INTEREST IN REAL PROPERTY IF THE ACTUAL VALUE OF THE INTEREST IS LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO SIX 
THOUSAND DOLLARS OR SUCH AMOUNT ADJUSTED FOR INFLATION?" 
SECTION 3. The votes cast for the adoption or rejection of said amendment shall be canvassed and the result 
determined in the manner provided by law for the canvassing of votes for representatives in Congress, and if a majority 
of the electors voting on the question shall have voted "Yes", the said amendment shall become a part of the state 
constitution. 





               
               
               
                
                
                 
                   
                 
  
          
            
   
  
                   
               
           
             
                   
              
        
               
                  
          
                 
                   
      
             
                 
         
                    
  
                
 
 




Ballot Title: Shall there be an amendment to the Colorado constitution concerning government charges on property, 
and, in connection therewith, allowing petitions in all districts for elections to lower property taxes; specifying 
requirements for property tax elections; requiring enterprises and authorities to pay property taxes but offsetting the 
revenues with lower tax rates; prohibiting enterprises and unelected boards from levying fees or taxes on property; 
setting expiration dates for certain tax rate and revenue increases; requiring school districts to reduce property tax 
rates and replacing the revenue with state aid; and eliminating property taxes that exceed the dollar amount included 
in an approved ballot question, that exceed state property tax laws, policies, and limits existing in 1992 that have been 
violated, changed, or weakened without state voter approval, or that were not approved by voters without certain ballot 
language? 
Text of Measure: 
Be it Enacted by the People of the State of Colorado: 
Article X, section 20, The Taxpayer's Bill of Rights, is amended to add: 
(10) Property taxes. 
Starting in 2011: 
(a) The state yearly shall audit and enforce, and any person may file suit to enforce, strictest compliance with 
all property tax requirements of this section. Successful plaintiffs shall always be awarded costs and attorney 
fees; districts shall receive neither. This voter-approved revenue change supersedes conflicting laws, 
opinions, and constitutional provisions, and shall always be strictly interpreted to favor taxpayers.
(b) Electors may vote on property taxes where they own real property. Adapting state law, all districts shall 
allow petitions to lower property taxes as voter-approved revenue changes. Property tax issues shall have 
November election notices and be separate from debt issues. Property tax bills shall list only property taxes and late 
charges. Enterprises and authorities shall pay property taxes; lower rates shall offset that revenue. Enterprises and 
unelected boards shall levy no mandatory fee or tax on property. Future property tax rate increases shall expire within 
ten years. Extending expiring property taxes is a tax increase. Prior actions to keep excess property tax revenue are 
expired; future actions are tax increases expiring within four years. Non-college school districts shall phase out equally 
by 2020 half their 2011 rate not paying debt; state aid shall replace that revenue yearly. Nothing here shall lim it 














(c) These property tax increase, extension, and abatement rates after 1992 shall expire: 
(i) Taxes exceeding state laws, tax policies, or limits violated, changed, or weakened without state voter approval. 
Those laws, policies, and limits, including debt limits, are restored. 
(ii) Taxes exceeding the one annual fixed, final, numerical dollar amount first listed in their tax increase ballot title as 
stated in (3)(c). 
(iii) Those rates without voter approval after 1992 of a ballot title as stated in (3)(c). 
Amendment 60: Property Taxes. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37
 
 
      
 
              
               
         
                 
  
  
          
 
                   
       
             
      
        
                 
 
       
           
                   
                        
                  
             
        
            
                    
                     
                
   
                    
                 
                   
                  
     
         
Amendment 61
 




Ballot Title: Shall there be an amendment to the Colorado constitution concerning limitations on government 
borrowing, and, in connection therewith, prohibiting future borrowing in any form by state government; requiring voter 
approval of future borrowing by local governmental entities; limiting the form, term, and amount of total borrowing by 
each local governmental entity; directing all current borrowing to be paid; and reducing tax rates after certain borrowing 
is fully repaid? 
Text of Measure: 
Be it Enacted by the People of the State of Colorado: 
Section 1. 
Article XI, section 3 is repealed and re-enacted to read, as stated in the original constitution: "The state shall not 
contract any debt by loan in any form." 
Sections 4, 5, 6 (2), and 6 (3) are repealed as obsolete and superseded. 
Section 6 (1) is repealed and re-enacted as section 6 to read: "W ithout voter approval, no political subdivision of the 
state shall contract any debt by loan in any form.  The loan shall not be repealed until such indebtedness is fully paid 
or discharged. The ballot title shall specify the use of the funds, which shall not be changed." 
Section 2. 
Article X, section 20 is amended to add: 
(4) (c) After 2010, the following limits on borrowing shall exist: 
(i) The state and all its enterprises, authorities, and other state political entities shall not borrow, directly or indirectly, 
money or other items of value for any reason or period of time. This ban covers any loan, whether or not it lasts more 
than one year; may default; is subject to annual appropriation or discretion; is called a certificate of participation, lease-
purchase, lease-back, emergency, contingency, property lien, special fund, dedicated revenue bond, or any other 
name; or offers any other excuse, exception, or form. 
(ii)  Local districts, enterprises, authorities, and other political entities may borrow money or other items of value only 
after November voter approval. Loan coverage in (i) applies to loans in (ii). Future borrowing may be prepaid without 
penalty and shall be bonded debt repaid within ten years. A non-enterprise shall not borrow if the total principal of its 
direct and indirect current and proposed borrowing would exceed ten percent of assessed taxable value of real 
property in its jurisdiction. 
(iii) No borrowing may continue past it original term. All current borrowing shall be paid. Except enterprise borrowing, 
after each borrowing is fully repaid, current tax rates shall decline as voter-approved revenue changes equal to its 
planned average annual repayment, even if not repaid by taxes. Such declines do not replace others required. Future 
borrowing is void if it violates this paragraph (c), which shall be strictly enforced. Conflicting laws, rulings, and 
practices are repealed, overturned, and superseded. 
38. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Amendment 61: Limits on State and Local Government Borrowing
 
 
    
 
  
                  
            
  
          
                    
  
                   
               




        
   
               
                 
     
                
              
  
          
                    
       
                  
               
     
                 
         
                   
   
                  
               
         
 
 
       
Amendment 62
 




Ballot Title: Shall there be an amendment to the Colorado constitution applying the term "person", as used in those 
provisions of the Colorado constitution relating to inalienable rights, equality of justice, and due process of law, to every 
human being from the beginning of the biological development of that human being? 
Text of Measure: 
Be it Enacted by the People of the State of Colorado: 
SECTION 1. Article II of the constitution of the state of Colorado is amended BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW 
SECTION to read: 
Section 32. Person defined. AS USED IN SECTIONS 3, 6, AND 25 OF ARTICLE II OF THE STATE 
CONSTITUTION, THE TERM "PERSON" SHALL APPLY TO EVERY HUMAN BEING FROM THE BEGINNING OF THE BIOLOGICAL 







Ballot Title:  Shall there be an amendment to the Colorado constitution concerning the right of all persons 
to health care choice, and, in connection therewith, prohibiting the state independently or at the instance of 
the United States from adopting or enforcing any statute, regulation, resolution, or policy that requires a 
person to participate in a public or private health insurance or coverage plan or that denies, restricts, or 
penalizes the right or ability of a person to make or receive direct payments for lawful health care services; 
and exempting from the effects of the amendment emergency medical treatment required to be provided by hospitals, 















Text of Measure: 
Be it Enacted by the People of the State of Colorado: 
Article II of the Constitution of the State of Colorado is amended BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SECTION to read: 
Section 32. Right to health care choice. 
(1) ALL PERSONS SHALL HAVE THE RIGHT TO HEALTH CARE CHOICE. NO STATUTE, REGULATION, RESOLUTION, OR POLICY 
ADOPTED OR ENFORCED BY THE STATE OF COLORADO, ITS DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES, INDEPENDENTLY OR AT THE 
INSTANCE OF THE UNITED STATES SHALL: 
(a) REQUIRE ANY PERSON DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY TO PARTICIPATE IN ANY PUBLIC OR PRIVATE HEALTH INSURANCE PLAN, 
HEALTH COVERAGE PLAN, HEALTH BENEFIT PLAN, OR SIMILAR PLAN; OR 
(b) DENY, RESTRICT, OR PENALIZE THE RIGHT OR ABILITY OF ANY PERSON TO MAKE OR RECEIVE DIRECT PAYMENTS FOR 
LAW FUL HEALTH CARE SERVICES. 
(2) THIS SECTION SHALL NOT APPLY TO, AFFECT, OR PROHIBIT: (A) EMERGENCY MEDICAL TREATMENT REQUIRED BY LAW TO 
BE PROVIDED OR PERFORMED BY HOSPITALS, HEALTH FACILITIES, OR OTHER HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS; OR (B) HEALTH 
BENEFITS PROVIDED IN CONNECTION W ITH W ORKERS' COMPENSATION OR SIMILAR INSURANCE. 
Amendment 62: Application of the Term Person. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 
                 
  
            
                  
        
                
     
                  
                
                 
     
(3) "LAW FUL HEALTH CARE SERVICES" MEANS ANY SERVICE OR TREATMENT PERMITTED OR NOT PROHIBITED BY ANY PROVISION 
OF COLORADO LAW . 
(4) THIS SECTION IS INTENDED TO REFLECT AND AFFIRM THE POW ERS RESERVED TO THE STATE BY THE U.S. CONST., AMEND. 
X, AND TO IMPLEMENT THE POW ERS RESERVED TO THE PEOPLE BY SECTION 1 OF ARTICLE V OF THIS CONSTITUTION. 
(5) THIS SECTION SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE UPON PROCLAMATION BY THE GOVERNOR, SHALL BE SELF IMPLEMENTING IN ALL 
RESPECTS, AND SHALL SUPERSEDE ANY PROVISION TO THE CONTRARY IN THE CONSTITUTION OF THE STATE OF COLORADO 
OR ANY OTHER PROVISION OF LAW . 
(6) IF ANY PROVISION OF THIS SECTION OR THE APPLICATION THEREOF TO ANY PERSON, ENTITY, OR CIRCUMSTANCES IS HELD 
INVALID, SUCH INVALIDITY SHALL NOT AFFECT OTHER PROVISIONS OR APPLICATIONS OF THIS SECTION THAT CAN BE GIVEN 
EFFECT W ITHOUT THE INVALID PROVISION OR APPLICATION, AND TO THIS END THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SECTION ARE DECLARED 
SEVERABLE. 
40. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Amendment 63: Health Care Choice
 
 
      
 
                
                
             
    
                     
              
              
  
          
        
  
             
              
                 
              
   
                  
                 
    
                 
                 
                
                    
              
                  
                
            
 
 
         
Proposition 101
 




Ballot Title: Shall there be an amendment to the Colorado Revised Statutes concerning limits on government charges, 
and, in connection therewith, reducing vehicle ownership taxes over four years to nominal amounts; ending taxes on 
vehicle rentals and leases; phasing in over four years a $10,000 vehicle sale price tax exemption; setting total yearly 
registration, license, and title charges at $10 per vehicle; repealing other specific vehicle charges; lowering the state 
income tax rate to 4.5% and phasing in a further reduction in the rate to 3.5%; ending state and local taxes and 
charges, except 911 charges, on telecommunication service customer accounts; and stating that, with certain specified 
exceptions, any added charges on vehicles and telecommunication service customer accounts shall be tax increases? 
Text of Measure: 
Be it Enacted by the People of the State of Colorado: 
Title 39, article 25 of the Colorado Revised Statutes 
Reducing government charges 
(1) Enforcement. This voter-approved revenue change shall be strictly enforced to reduce government 
revenue. It is self-executing, severable, and a matter of statewide concern that overrides conflicting statutes 
and local laws. Prevailing plaintiffs only shall have their legal fees and court costs repaid. The state shall 
audit yearly compliance with this reform to reduce unfair, complex charges on common basic needs. 
(2) Vehicle.  Starting January 1, 2011:  (a) All annual specific ownership taxes shall decrease in four equal 
yearly steps to: New vehicles, $2; and other vehicles, $1. All state and local taxes shall cease on vehicle 
rentals and leases, and on $10,000, reached in four equal yearly steps, of sale prices per vehicle. Sale 














(b) All registration, license, and title charges combined shall total $10 yearly per vehicle. Except those charges, and 
tax, fine, toll, parking, seizure, inspection, and new plate charges, all state and local government charges on vehicles 
and vehicle uses shall cease. Except the last six specific charges, added charges shall be tax increases. 
(3) Income. The 2011 income tax rate shall be 4.5%. Later rates shall decrease 0.1% yearly, until reaching 3.5%, in 
each of the first ten years that yearly income tax revenue net growth exceeds 6%. 
(4) Telecommunication. Starting January 1, 2011, except 911 fees at 2009 rates, no charge by, or aiding programs 
of, the state or local governments shall apply to telephone, pager, cable, television, radio, Internet, computer, satellite, 
or other telecommunication service customer accounts. Added charges shall be tax increases. 
Proposition 101: Income, Vehicle, and Telecommunication Taxes and Fees.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 
 
      
 
                 
                  
           
  
          
                 
                 
  
                
                
               
                
             
                 
               
                
        
       
            
        
       
             
       
          
        
                  
        
         
Proposition 102
 




Ballot Title: Shall there be an amendment to the Colorado Revised Statutes requiring that only defendants arrested 
for a first offense, non violent misdemeanor may be recommended for release or actually released to a pretrial services 
program's supervision in lieu of a cash, property, or professional surety bond? 
Text of Measure: 
Be it Enacted by the People of the State of Colorado: 
The introductory portion of section 16-4-105 and section 16-4-105 (3) (d) (VII) and (3) (d) (VIII), Colorado Revised 
Statutes, are amended, and the said 16-4-105 (3) (d) is further amended BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW 
SUBPARAGRAPH, to read: 
(d) Any pretrial services program may also include different methods and levels of community-based supervision as 
a condition of pretrial release. The program may use established supervision methods for defendants who are 
released prior to trial in order to decrease unnecessary pretrial incarceration. IN MAKING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
APPROPRIATE CONDITIONS ON RELEASE FOR A PERSON IN CUSTODY, ONLY DEFENDANTS W HO ARE ARRESTED FOR THEIR FIRST 
OFFENSE, NON VIOLENT MISDEMEANOR MAY BE RECOMMENDED FOR RELEASE TO A PRETRIAL SERVICES PROGRAM'S 
SUPERVISION IN LIEU OF A CASH, PROPERTY, OR PROFESSIONAL SURETY BOND, AS SET FORTH IN C.R.S. 16-4-104.
FURTHERMORE, ONLY DEFENDANTS ARRESTED FOR A FIRST OFFENSE, NON VIOLENT MISDEMEANOR MAY BE RELEASED TO A 
PRETRIAL SERVICES PROGRAM'S SUPERVISION IN LIEU OF A CASH, PROPERTY, OR PROFESSIONAL SURETY BOND, AS SET FORTH 
IN C.R.S. 16-4-104.  The program may include any of the following conditions for pretrial release or any combination 
thereof: 
(I) Periodic telephone contact with the defendant; 
(II) Periodic office visits by the defendant to the pretrial services program; 
(III) Periodic home visits to the defendant's home; 
(IV) Periodic drug testing of the defendant; 
(V) Mental health or substance abuse treatment for the defendant, including residential treatment; 
(VI) Domestic violence counseling for the defendant; 
(VII) Electronic or global position monitoring of the defendant; and 
(VIII) Pretrial work release of the defendant; and 
(IX) POSTING OF A CASH, PROPERTY, OR PROFESSIONAL SURETY BOND AS SET FORTH IN C.R.S. 16-4-104, FOR PERSONS 
CHARGED W ITH FIRST OFFENSE, NON VIOLENT MISDEMEANORS W HEN APPROPRIATE. 
42. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Proposition 102: Criteria for Release to Pretrial Services Programs
 
  
       
       
       
       
      
       
       
      
      
        
       
       
       
        
       
      
         
        
        
     
      
        
        
          
       
        
        
        
        
       
         
         
       
      
         
        
           
      
        
            
       
          
         
         
       
           
      
      
       
          
        
       
       
        
       
      
        
        
      
       
          
     
        
        
LOCAL ELECTION OFFICES 
Adams 1865 W est 121st Avenue, W estminster, CO 80234 (303) 920-7850 
Alamosa 402 Edison Ave., Alamosa, CO 81101 (719) 589-6681 
Arapahoe 5334 S. Prince St., Littleton, CO 80166 (303) 795-4511 
Archuleta 449 San Juan, Pagosa Springs, CO 81147 (970) 264-8350 
Baca 741 Main St., Springfield, CO 81073 (719) 523-4372 
Bent 725 Bent Ave., Las Animas, CO 81054 (719) 456-2009 
Boulder 1750 33rd St. #200, Boulder, CO 80301 (303) 413-7740 
Broomfield 1 DesCombes Drive, Broomfield, CO 80020 (303) 464-5857 
Chaffee 104 Crestone Ave., Salida, CO 81201 (719) 539-4004 
Cheyenne 51 S. 1st St., Cheyenne W ells, CO 80810 (719) 767-5685 
Clear Creek 405 Argentine St., Georgetown, CO 80444 (303) 679-2339 
Conejos 6683 County Road 13, Conejos, CO 81129 (719) 376-5422 
Costilla 416 Gasper St., San Luis, CO 81152 (719) 672-3301 
Crowley 631 Main St., Suite 102, Ordway, CO 81063 (719) 267-5225 
Custer 205 S. 6th St., W estcliffe, CO 81252 (719) 783-2441 
Delta 501 Palmer #211, Delta, CO 81416 (970) 874-2150 
Denver 200 W . 14th Ave., Suite 100, Denver, CO 80204 (720) 913-8683 
Dolores 409 N. Main St., Dove Creek, CO 81324 (970) 677-2381 
Douglas 301 N. W ilcox St., Castle Rock, CO 80104 (303) 660-7444 
Eagle 500 Broadway, Eagle, CO 81631 (970) 328-8726 
Elbert 215 Comanche St., Kiowa, CO 80117 (303) 621-3127 
El Paso 200 S. Cascade, Colorado Springs, CO 80901 (719) 575-8683 
Fremont 615 Macon Ave. #102, Canon City, CO 81212 (719) 276-7340 
Garfield 109 Eighth St. #200, Glenwood Spgs, CO 81601 (970) 384-3700, ext. 2 
Gilpin 203 Eureka St., Central City, CO 80427 (303) 582-5321 
Grand 308 Byers Ave., Hot Sulphur Springs, CO 80451 (970) 725-3065 
Gunnison 221 N. W isconsin, Suite C, Gunnison, CO 81230 (970) 641-7927 
Hinsdale 317 N. Henson St., Lake City, CO 81235 (970) 944-2228 
Huerfano 401 Main St., Suite 204, W alsenburg, CO 81089 (719) 738-2380 
Jackson 396 La Fever St., W alden, CO 80480 (970) 723-4334 
Jefferson 100 Jefferson Cty. Pkwy. #2560, Golden, CO 80419 (303) 271-8111 
Kiowa 1305 Goff St., Eads, CO 81036 (719) 438-5421 
Kit Carson 251 16th St., Burlington, CO 80807 (719) 346-8638 
Lake 505 Harrison Ave., Leadville, CO 80461 (719) 486-1410 
La Plata 98 Everett St., Suite C, Durango, CO 81303 (970) 382-6296 
Larimer 200 W . Oak St., Ft. Collins, CO 80522 (970) 498-7820 
Las Animas 200 E. First St., Room 205, Trinidad, CO 81082 (719) 846-3314 
Lincoln 103 Third Ave., Hugo, CO 80821 (719) 743-2444 
Logan 315 Main St., Suite 3, Sterling, CO 80751 (970) 522-1544 
Mesa 544 Rood Ave., Suite 301, Grand Junction, CO 81502 (970) 244-1662 
Mineral 1201 N. Main St., Creede, CO 81130 (719) 658-2440 
Moffat 221 W . Victory W ay #200, Craig, CO 81625 (970) 824-9104, ext. 3 
Montezuma 109 W . Main St., Room 108, Cortez, CO 81321 (970) 565-3728 
Montrose 320 S. First St., Montrose, CO 81401 (970) 249-3362, ext. 3 
Morgan 231 Ensign, Ft. Morgan, CO 80701 (970) 542-3521 
Otero 13 W . Third St., Room 210, La Junta, CO 81050 (719) 383-3020 
Ouray 541 Fourth St., Ouray, CO 81427 (970) 325-4961 
Park 501 Main St., Fairplay, CO 80440 (719) 836-4333 
Phillips 221 S. Interocean Ave., Holyoke, CO 80734 (970) 854-3131 
Pitkin 530 E. Main St. #101, Aspen, CO 81611 (970) 920-5180, ext. 3 
Prowers 301 S. Main St. #210, Lamar, CO 81052 (719) 336-8011 
Pueblo 215 W . 10th St., Pueblo, CO 81003 (719) 583-6620 
Rio Blanco 555 Main St., Meeker, CO 81641 (970) 878-9460 
Rio Grande 965 Sixth St., Del Norte, CO 81132 (719) 657-3334 
Routt 522 Lincoln Ave. Steamboat Springs, CO 80487 (970) 870-5558 
Saguache 501 Fourth St., Saguache, CO 81149 (719) 655-2512 
San Juan 1557 Green St., Silverton, CO 81433 (970) 387-5671 
San Miguel 305 W . Colorado Ave., Telluride, CO 81435 (970) 728-3954 
Sedgwick 315 Cedar St., Julesburg, CO 80737 (970) 474-3346 
Summit 208 E. Lincoln Ave., Breckenridge, CO 80424 (970) 453-3479 
Teller 101 W . Bennett Ave., Cripple Creek, CO 80813 (719) 689-2951, ext. 5 
W ashington 150 Ash, Akron, CO 80720 (970) 345-6565 
W eld 1402 N. 17th Ave., Greeley, CO 80632 (970) 304-6525 
Yuma 310 Ash St., Suite F, W ray, CO 80758 (970) 332-5809 
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